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ROYAL EXCHANGE ASSURANCE. 
ACCUMULATED FUNDS NEARLY £4,000,000. 
INCORPORATED 1720. 

FIRE, LIFE, AND ANNUITIES. 
LIFE INTERESTS AND REVERSIONS. 


LOANS GRANTED on favourable terms on ABSOLUTE and CONTINGENT 
REVERSIONS, and on IMMEDIATE and CONTINGENT LIFE INTERESTS. 
REVERSIONS also hased subject to the ision that 





P y pr the vendor retains the 
right of redemption within a period of five years, WHETHER THE LIF£ TENANT BF ALIVE 


OR DEAD. ‘ 
Insurances against Issue undertaken at economical rates. 











ROYAL EXCHANGE, E.C., AND 29, PALL MALL, S.W. 


LONDON - MIDLAND GRAND HOTEL. 
(Sr. Pancras, N.W.) (This Hotel is within Shilling cab fare 

of Gray’s-inn, Inns of Court, 

‘emple Bar, and Law Courts, éc. 


Omnibuses every 
minute.) 
ADELPHI HOTEL. 
(The Hotel de Luxe of the North.) 
MIDLAND HOTEL. 
(Excellent Restaurant.) 
QUEEN’S HOTEL. 


MIDLAND 
RAILWAY 
HOTELS. | LIVERPOOL - 


|BRADFORD - 
Comrort. 


Curse. LEEDS - 


Very Moverate Cuarers.| DERBY - MIDLAND HOTEL. 
W. TOWLE, Manager Midland Railway Hotels. 


“IMPORTANT TO SOLICITORS ISSUING EXECUTIONS 
TO SHERIFF. 


OUNTY of LONDON.—Delay and Inconvenience are frequently 

occasioned by reason of the difficulty which is experienced by Solicitors m deter- 

mining whether icular Localities are within this County. To obviate this difficulty 

Mesars. Wright, , & Co. have had a Map of the County printed, showing a list of the 

Parishes an ae laces therein, which will be found of great service to Solicitors, 
caples can 


whom gratis on a; tion to Messrs. Wricut, Ove, & Cov., 52 
deny W.C. (Copprieht Regkbored E ans 


-) 

“Avery convenient map . . the object of the map is mainly to shew boundaries 
for the purpose of executions, but: now that en ty Tondon is generally used for 
descriptions in assurances of property, the map will be found additionally useful. It 
ought to find a place on the walls of most solicitors’ offices. 
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SHIPPING. 
ESTABLISHED OVER HALF A CENTURY. 

VALUATIONS made of SHIPS, STEAMERS, and SHIPPING SHARES for 
PROBATE, ADMIRALTY, and other purposes. BROKERS for the SALE and 
PURCHASE of SHIPPING PROPERTY, Privately or by Public Auction. 

PERIODICAL SALES HELD. 

C. W. KELLOCK & CO. 
(C. W. Ketrocx, W. W. Ke.iocx, Nevaon Cameroy), 
WATER STREET, iV £2 ?P:0 0.1L. 
Telegrams, ** Kellock.” 


LEGAL AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE 
SOCIETY. 


ESTABLISHED OVER HALF A CENTURY. 
FLEET STREET, LONDON. 


Telephone No. 59. 
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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Ir must not yet be taken as certain that Lord Russet will be 
one of the vacation judges, as has been announced. Before the 
vacation it is possible that events may happen iavolving a 
change. But if the latest rumour can be trusted, the new Lord 
of Appeal is not to be taken from the bench of judges. 








We uear of the introduction to the courts of an altogether 
novel variety of suitor in person—namely, a suitor who con- 
ducts his case while in charge of two warders, and whv is 
favoured with an adjournment of the hearing to a future day 
in order that he may keep a somewhat pressing appointment 
before a police magistrate. 





THE NEw “ consultative body” of the bar was launched at the 
meeting on Saturday, and it remains to be seen what it will do. 
In many respects it will be useful in bringing to the attention of 
the authorities matters affecting the interests of the profession, 
and it may ibly persuade the benchers to take up some 
questions which have hitherto been shelved. It is to be hoped 
that it will watch current legislation with more vigilance than 
its predecessor, and attempt gradually to obtain some portion 
of the influence in this respect which is now possessed by the 
Council of the Incorporated Law Society. 





Szcrion 70 of the Local Government Act, 1894, provides that 
any question as to whether any power, duty, or liability is or is 
not transferred by the Act to any parish council, parish meeting, 
or district madly or whether any property is or is not vested in 
the same bodies, may be submitted for decision to the High 
Court in such summary manner as, subject to any rules of court, 
may be directed by the court. A rule is proposed to be made 
under the section providing that the summary proceeding shall 
be by special case, to be agreed upon by the parties, or, in 
default of agreement, to be settled by arbitration or by a 
judge at chambers. 


Atrnover THE Chancellor of the Exchequer’s statement on 
Wednesday as to the business of the session included among the 
measures to be brought forward certain Bills now in the House 
of Lords, no mention was made of the Land Transfer Bill; and 


as he declared that ‘it was impossible for him to increase the 
himself 


list of Bills he had already read out,” and pledged 
“not to ask the House to go on with any Bills except those he 
38 
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had mentioned,”’ we suppose it may be assumed that the Bill is 
to be dropped. It would have been monstrous to attempt to 

ush a measure of such importance and complexity through the 
yeni of Commons at the fag end of the session, and Lord 
HerscHett, who has shewn fairness of mind and desire to 
weigh and ‘consider objections, is the last person likely to resort 
to such a procedure. The only thing which gives rise to any 
doubt is the apparently inspired question which was asked by 
the Earl of Mor ey in the House of Lords‘on Tuesday evening, 
‘“‘ Whether the Lord Chancellor was aware that papers had been 
circulated from time to time by the Incorporated Law Society 
criticizing the working of the system of registration of title to 
land upon which his Land Transfer Bill was based ; and whether 
he would obtain a report of the Land Registry upon these 
papers, and lay them on the table of the House”’; to which the 
Lord Chancellor replied that ‘‘he had called for a report from 
the registrar with reference to the working of his office in 
relation to these matters. He had received that report, and 
would have it laid on the table of the House,”’ 


Tne sHorTest annual meeting of the Incorporated Law 
Society which has been held for some years was chiefly 
remarkable for the prominence given to the question of the 
nomination of candidates for the council by members of the 
council. We advise anyone who wants to form a judgment on 
the question to read the report which we give elsewhere of the 
speeches on this point. On the one hand we have, as in Mr. 
Ince’s letter, complaints of the deviation from the recent 
practice, but an avoidance of the question whether or not the 
change was desirable in the interests of the society. Mr. 
Cuaries Forp, who was, of course, to the fore in the attack on 
the council, seemed to consider it sufficient to inform the meeting 
that he “‘ thought it extremely unfortunate,” “‘he did think it 
much to be regretted,” ‘it was a pity”; while Mr. Matruews, 
who stated very well the case for the complainants, ulti- 
mately narrowed down the objection to the fact that no notice 
was given of the change, so as to enable intending candidates 
to obtain nomination by members of the council. As we have 
before said, we think that notice should in fairness have been 
given, though the expression of opinion which he elicited as 
to the views of the council about Mr. Brytn’s candidature is 
ample atonement for the oversight. But in saying that the 





ce» wplaint is that Mr. Bryrn had no opportunity of applying to 
members of the council to nominate him, Mr. Marruews gave 
away the whole objection to such nomination as a matter of | 
principle. The speeches on the other side were nearly all 
directed to the main point whether the change is for the| 
interest of the society; and we think that no one, after per- 
using the speeches of Mr. Watters, Mr. Appisony, Mr. Hum- 
PHEys, and Mr. Griseie, can doubt that it is. And now the 
matter may be allowed to rest. 


Ir 1s STATED, apparently on authority, that the Select Com- 
mittee on the Charity Commission have recommended in their 
report that the Commission should be dissolved, and that its 
functions should be transferred to a Minister of State, who 
should have control of all charity endowments, “‘ with the aid 
of legal experts.” If this recommendation should be carried 
into effect, charities will be in a worse condition than ever. The 
policy of the Charity Department, in framing schemes and 
generally in dealing with the property of charities, will vary 
with the politics of each (iovernment. One will want to 
** nationalize” every charity ; another will desire to adhere to 
the founders’ wishes. But whatever Government may be in 
office, there is certain to be a bad time for trustees of charities. 





Work will bave to be found for a large and highly-paid staff of | 


officials. 


Inquiries into charities will be incessant, and the aim | 


of the Department will be to have the whole of their pro- 
perty, other than buildings occupied by them, realized and 
pleced in Government Stocks in the name of the official who | 
will correspond to the Official Trustee. Then, again, it seems 

i certain that the practice of charging fees by stamps | 
will be introduced, and instead of the work being done gratui- 
tously, as at present, charities will have to pay as heavily for the 





assistance of the Department as the estates of bankrupts have to 
pay for the aid of the Bankruptcy Department. We think that 
the far-reaching efforts of the proposed change are not generally 
understood. 





Tue Finance Britt has been read a third time in the House 
of Commons, and, in view of the limited powers of deali 
with money Bills enjoyed by the Upper House, it must now be 
taken to be in its final form. There is no doubt that it is in 
many important respects a better measure than when it was 
first introduced into Parliament. The discussion of a Bill of 
this kind necessarily requires a grasp of conveyancing law and 
of many technicalities which are far beyond the ken of the 
ordinary member of Parliament; but, fortunately for all who 
will be concerned with the practical working of this measure, 
there have been skilled lawyers in the House who have, with 
untiring perseverance, set themselves the task of making the 
crude provisions of the Bill into a workable Act of Parliament. 
The thanks of the profession are due to these gentlemen, whom 
it would perhaps be invidious to name. Among several useful 
amendments which have been introduced since the conclusion of 
the Committee stage, we may call attention to one amendment 
to clause 9, the necessity for which has frequently been 
insisted on in these columns, The clause provides that a rate- 
able part of the estate duty is to be a first charge upon the 
property in respect of which duty is leviable. The disastrous 
effect of this upon all sorts of business transactions is obvious 
to any lawyer. A sub-section has now been inserted which 
removes this burden where the property which would otherwise 
have been subject to it is held by a bond fide purchaser for valu- 
able consideration without notice of the liability of the 
property to estate duty. Another provision which most people 
will be glad to see is that which gives power to the commis- 
sioners to remit any death duty upon works of art, manuscripts, 
scientific collections, and some similar kinds of property when 
they form the subject of a gift or bequest for national purposes, 
or to universities, county councils, or municipal corporations. 
The Bill had not been reprinted in its latest form in time for a 
fuller notice of the various amendments in our present issue. 


Tue sucGestion has been made by a contemporary that there 
may be opposition to the Finance Bill in the House of Lords. 
It is, of course, clear that such opposition can only take the 
form of a motion for the rejection of the whole Bill. That the 
House of Lords, although it cannot amend a money Bill, can 
withhold its assent appears to be admitted. ‘The legal right 
of the Lords, as a co-ordinate branch of the Legislature, to 


| withhold their assent from any Bill whatever, to which their 


concurrence is desired, is unquestionable’ (May’s Parl. Prac- 
tice, 10th ed., p. 550). And though in modern times this power 
has rarely been exercised, it was always possible to assert it so 
long as the financial proposals of the year were contained in 
separate Bills. The rejection of one Bill, though it might dis- 
organize the financial arrangements, did not necessarily mean 
the withdrawal of a substantial part of the year’s supplies. In 
1860, accordingly, the Lords asserted their right and rejected 
the Bill for the repeal of the duties on paper, and for the 
balancing of the revenue by an increase of the property tax and 
stamp duties. But their triumph was short-lived. For the 
time the Commons were obliged to content themselves with 
passing resolutions affirming their ancient privileges as to 
the granting of supplies. They resolved that the power 
of the Lords to reject Bills relating to taxation was justly 
regarded by their House with peculiar jealousy, and that to 
guard for the future against its undue exercise, and to secure 
to the Commons their rightful control over taxation and 
supply, their House had the power sv to frame Bills of Supply 
that the right of fhe Commons might be maintained inviolate. 
The next year they acted on these resolutions by — up the 
whole of the financial proposals for the year in one Bill, This 
included the repeal of the paper duties, and also the imposition 
of the property tax, the tea and sugar duties, and the other 
taxes required for the service of the year. The Lords had no 
choice but to accept the Bill as thus framed, and this device has 
in practice put an end to their power to reject money Bills, 
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Mr. Justice Day does not like the Scotch oath, and therefore, 
we regret to say, he is put to continual annoyance at the various 
assize towns where he represents the majesty of the law by 
absurd people coming before him and claiming under the Oaths 
Act, 1888, to swear in Scotch form. The learned judge feels 
this annoyance so strongly that when such a demand is made 
before him in court he finds it impossible to concede the 
witness his statutory right without indulging in remarks in- 
tended to be sarcastic, and possibly humorous, but which 
appear to create a great deal more annoyance than laughter. 
These witnesses who cause the learned judge so much 
yexation are generally medical men, and Mr, Justice Day 
evidently considers that it is impertinence on the part of such 
people as that to pretend to know anything about 7 
matters. We hope we shall not incur the learned judge’s wrat 
if we venture to say a word in extenuation of the conduct of 
these troublesome witnesses who insist upon being sworn in 
Scotch form. In the first place, they are members of a large 
and influential and well-organized body, whose whole business 
in life is the study of diseases, their cure, and the conditions 
under which they are spread. They are unanimous, moreover, 
in believing that the custom of swearing by kissing the book is 
dangerous to health. In the second place, Parliament has 
given them, and everyone else, the absolute right to be sworn in 
Scotch form, without kissing the book. In the third place, the 
Scotch form of oath is a very solemn one, far more so than the 
English form. Under these circumstances we cannot but hope 
that Mr. Justice Day will take a lenient view of their conduct 
in causing him so much annoyance. Seriously, we do not wonder 
at the indignation of the medical journals at the persistence of 
Mr. Justice Day in disregarding the spirit, if not the letter, of 
the law as he has done so many times, and as he did recently at 
Bury St. Edmunds Assizes, when he is reported to have told a 
doctor, who claimed his right under section 5 of the Oaths Act, 
1888, that he could be so sworn if he thought ‘the New Testa- 
ment a dangerous book.” The section referred to enacts that 
every person so claiming to be sworn shall have the oath “ ad- 
ministered to him in such form and manner without further 
question.” The words ‘ without further question ” clearly imply 
that no objection of any kind is to be raised, and Mr. Justice 
Day’s remarks do amount to an indirect objection. 





WueEn Prorerty has once been effectually given for charitable 
purposes it is taken out of the rule against perpetuities. The 
rule is based upon public policy, which prohibits property from 
being made inalienable beyond certain periods; but charities are 
also permitted upon grounds of public policy, and in their favour 
the rule is allowed to be infringed. When, however, the pro- 
perty is not immediately vested in a charity, but the gift for 
charitable purposes is only to take effect upon the happening of 
some future event, it appears that the ordinary rule applies, and 
that the event must necessarily happen, and the vesting of the 
property be determined, within the ordinary period allowed by 
law. ‘‘If,” said Lord Serzorng, ©., in Chamberlayne v. Brockett 
(L. R. 8 Ch. App. 211), “the gift in trust for charity is itself 
conditional upon a future and uncertain event, it is subject to 
the same rules and principles as any other estate depending for 
its coming into existence upon a condition precedent. If the 
condition is never fulfilled the estate never arises; if it is so 
remote and indefinite as to transgress the limits of time pre- 
scribed by the rules of law against perpetuities, the gift fails 
ab initio.” Upon this principle Romer, J., acted in Alt v. Lord 
Stratheden and Campbell (ante, p. 602). A testator gave an 
annuity of £100 to be provided for a regiment of volun- 
teers upon the appointment of the next lieutenant-colonel. It 





THE CUSTODY AND MAINTENANCE OF CHILDREN, 


A very interesting and important decision upon the rights of a 
father over, and his duties towards, his children has been given - 
by the Court of Appoal (Lrxpizy and Lorzs, L.JJ.) in Thomasset 
v. Thomasset, which we report elsewhere. The immediate sub- 
ject of the decision is the power of the Divorce Division in cases 
where a decree for separation or divorce has been pronounced, 
and the custody of the children given to the mother, to order 
the father to make an allowance for the maintenance of children 
over sixteen ; but the judgments deal with a _ which has 
always been a source of confusion in the law of the custody of 
children—the undoubted duration of the paternal authority until 
the child attains twenty-one, while at the same time the enforce- 
ment of this authority appears to be limited to the age of four- 
teen in the case of boys, sixteen in the case of girls. 

The power of the Divorce Division in the matter depends on 
section 35 of the Matrimonial Causes Act, 1857 (20 & 21 Vict. c. 
85), and section 4 of the Matrimonial Causes Act, 1859 (22 & 23 
Vict. c. 61). The former section provides that in any suit for 
obtaining a judicial separation, or on any petition for dissolving 
a marriage, the court may make such provision in the course of 
the proceedings, and in the final decree, as it may deem just and 
proper, with respect to the custody, maintenance, and education 
of the children of the marriage; and the latter section enables 
orders for the like purposes to be made also after the final 
decree. Shortly after the passing of these statutes it was 
held in Ryder v. Ryder (2 Sw. & T, 225) that the court had no 
power under them to make any order as to the custody of 
children over the age of sixteen. Such an order Witxxs, J., 
pointed out would interfere with the liberty of the children, and 
it would be impossible for the court to enforce it; and he 
added: ‘A court is slow to exercise a jurisdiction it cannot 
enforce.” So, too, Cuannett, B., said: “The common law 
courts never assisted parents seeking to obtain the custody of 
their children, those children resisting, after years of discre- 
tion.” But though it was said that the decision did not touch 
the question of the allowance of maintenance for children over 
sixteen, it was subsequently held in Webster v. Webster (31 
L. J. P. & M. 184) that the maintenance followed the custody, 
and that maintenance also was restricted to the age of sixteen. 

In Mallinson v. Mallinson (L. R.1P.& D, 221) it appears to 
| have been held on the authority of Reg. v. Howes (3 E. & E. 
332) that the limit of age for orders as to custody was sixteen 
alike for boys and girls, but this was a departure from the 
practice of the common law courts. The age of discretion is 
sixteen for girls and fourteen for boys (Ae Agar-Ellis, 24 
Ch. D., p. 331). All that Reg, v. Howes did was to settle that 
this was a fixed age, and was not dependent upon the actual 
mental development of the child in question. 

The above cases were decided before the Judicature Act, 
1873, and if the Divorce Court was bound by the principles of 
the common law courts there was, perhaps, some justification 
for them. In Ryder v. Ryder Wiis, J., expressly adopted 
those principles in preference to the rules of the Court of Chan- 
cery, because the Court of Chancery had the children repre- 
sented before it, whereas the Divorce Court, like the common 
law courts, had not. Since the Judicature Acts there has been 
one case—Benyon v. Benyon (1 P. D. 447)—in which a sum was 
allowed for the maintenance of a child until he attained twenty- 
one, but this was under section 5 of the Act of 1859, which 
enables the court to apply settled property for the benefit of 
the children of the marriage, and the construction of the 
section depends upon different considerations. The court might 
well apply settled property to the maintenance of a child over 





was held that the gift was a charitable gift, but, upon the facts 
of the case, it was uncertain at what time, if ever, the next 
lieutenant-colonel would be appointed. The gift accordingly 
would not necessarily take effect within the period prescribed by 


sixteen, though it could not make an order against the father. 
|The only recent case in point ap to be Blandford v. Bland- 
ford (1892, P. 148), in which Sie Cuances Burr said it was clear 
(00 principle and authority that he had no power to make an 
order as to the custody of a child who had attained sixteen, and 


law, and therefore was void as transgressing the rule against | thar maintenance and education stood upon the same footing. 


perpetuities, 


The Sé. Jame . 


Gasetle says that Mr. Roger Wallace, barrister, was 


, therefore, that the Divorce Court and its suc- 
have restricted 
ots so as to make 


| It ap 
| cessor, the Divorce Division of the High 


| the operation of the Matrimonial Causes 


thrown from bis horse in the Row on Tuesday morning and was seriously them correspond with the narrow view taken by the common 


injure, 


,law courts as to the extent of a fxther’s authority over his 





(Vol. 38.) 627 ~ 





628 


"THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


July 21, 1894." | 











children. To determine whether they were right in so doing 
some attention must be given to the real nature of this 
authority. Till recent times its nature has been by no means 
clearly defined. Apparently the relation of father and child 
was at first treated simply as an instance of the relationship 
of guardian and ward. The various kinds of guardianship at 
common law—guardianship in chivalry, in socage, by nature, 
per cause de nurture, &e.—are described by Lord Coxe (Co, Litt. 
88d), and are discussed by Harcrave in his note on the same 
passage. The only guardianships which necessarily devolved 
on the father were guardianship by nature and for nurture. 
The former was over the father’s heir apparent, and it lasted 
till twenty-one. It gave the custody of the body of the heir, 
but not necessarily of lands which had descended to him ex 
parte materna, In chancery, however, the term “natural 
guardian ”’ received a wider signification, and referred to the 
guardianship which a father has by natural law over all his 
children. 

Guardianship for nurture was considered and its limits de- 
fined by Lord Camrsett, O.J.,in Zhe Queen v. Clarke (7 E. & B., 
p. 192). It extends to all children, and belongs, in the first 
instance, to the father, though after his death it devolves upon 
the mother. It lasts until the age of fourteen, and till the child 
attains that age the guardian is entitled to its custody. But the 
doctrines of the Court of Chancery, even before the Judicature 
Acts, appear to have received a certain amount of recognition in 
the courts of common law, and guardianship for nurture was 
giving way to guardianship by nature in the more extended 
tense of the term, so that a father had authority over all his 
children till the age of twenty-one. It was so held by Cocx- 
burn, C.J., in The Queen v. Howes (3 E. & E, p. 336), and, 
at any rate since the Judicature Acts, the law has been settled 
on this base for all divisions of the High Court. The clearest 
statement of the present doctrine on this head is contained in 
Re Agar-Ellis (24 Ch. D. 317). The law of England is, said 
Lord Esner, M.R., ‘‘that the father has the control over the 
person, education, and conduct of his children until they are 
twenty-one years of age.” And he distinguished between the 
rights of a father as natural guardian and the rights of a mere 
legal guardian. ‘The rights of a testamentary guardian, or 
any other legal guardian, are legal rights. The rights of 
a father are sacred rights, because his duties are sacred 
duties.” It may be that the father’s rights as legal 
guardian were impliedly extended to the age of twenty-one by 
12 Car. 2, c. 24, s. 8, which enabled him to appoint a testa- 
mentary guardian over the children till that age. At any rate, 
as Linpiey, L.J., in his judgment in the present case pointed 
out, the Court of Chancery recognized his fuller rights, and 
at the present time there is no doubt that these fuller rights are 
entitled to recognition universally. We are speaking, of 
course, of the father’s ordinary authority. His right to the 
custody of the child may be denied either on the ground of his 
own unfitness to perform his duties as guardian, or he may be 
deprived of the custody under recent statutes, the custody being 
given either to the mother or to a stranger. 

How is this state of things, then, to be reconciled with the law 
that a child attains years of discretion, if a boy at fourteen, 
and if a girl at sixteen, and that after such age its liberty cannot 
be interferred with ? The answer is that this rule depends solely 
upon, and applies solely in, proceedings by habeas corpus. A person 
claiming the custody of a child improperly withheld from 
him, whether he claims as parent or in any other capacity, 
can in practice only claim by a writ of habeas corpus. The 
grounds upon which the writ is made applicable for this pur- 
— have been several times explained (per CoLerincx, J., in 


entitled to the custody of him; and it is considered that the 
roper way of restoring him to liberty is to order him to be 
handed over into lawful custody. 

It is thus obvious that the remedy does not primarily enforce 
the father’s authority. Its object is to secure the liberty of the 
person brought up under the writ; and the first question is 
whether he is unlawfully detained against his will. If he is old 
enough to have a will which the law will respect, then his 
wishes are consulted, and no further inquiry takes place as to 
the father’s authority. If he is not old enough to have a wish, 
he is restored to the father for the reason just specified. The 
father is entitled to the custody, and, for a child of such an age, 
lawful custody is equivalent to freedom in an adult. But all 
this does not touch the extent of the father’s authority when 
that is the primary question before the court, and when the 
judgment of the court is to be based upon it. It is clear that, 
upon /abeas corpus by the father, his authority cannot be en- 
forced against an unwilling child after the age of fourteen or 
sixteen. But this, as just shewn, is because habeas corpus isa 
remedy designed for different purposes, and which is only 
incidentally used in matters affecting the custody of children. 
Whether in any other proceedings, based solely on the assertion 
of the paternal authority, a father could compel a child to return 
to him is at present, perhaps, not clear. When, however, there 
is no question of habeas corpus, or of the liberty and wishes of 
the child, but the extent of the father’s authority has to be 
settled as between the father and a third person, there can be no 
doubt that the father’s right must primd facie prevail with regard 
to any child who is under the age of twenty-one. 

The present decision of the Court of Appeal as to maintenance 
under the Matrimonial Causes Acts follows at once from these 
principles. The court in construing the Acts has nothing to do 
with the particular remedy by habeas corpus, or with the defects 
of that remedy as a procedure for enforcing the father’s 
authority. It has before it the actual extent of that authority 
on the one hand, and the corresponding duties of the father on 
the other. Asa matter of law, whatever may be the remedies 
for enforcing the law, or to whatever restrictions they may on 
special grounds be subject, the father’s authority lasts till 
twenty-one. He is, therefore, under a corresponding duty to 
maintain the child till the same age. In general this is a duty 
which there is no power to enforce. The father may be com- 
pelled to make some scanty yeep en under the poor laws, but 
ordinarily the performance of his duty is lef: to his own discre- 
tion. In the special case, however, of divorce or judicial separa- 
tion, his duty is put for him into more definite shape. The 
court has the power of determining its cash equivalent, and 
directing the payment of this to the mother. It follows that 
such payment may last as long as the duty lasts, and that the 
order consequently may direct the maintenance to be continued 
till twenty-one. 





THE RIGHT OF FORECLOSURE. 
WE recently called attention to the interesting judgment of 
Kexewicn, J., in Sadler v. Warley (ante, p. 346) as to the right 
of the owner of a charge on land to enforce it by foreclosure. 
It is perhaps not easy to reconcile his decision with the judg- 
ment of Srreiine, J., in Re Owen (ante, p. 617). Down toa 
certain point the law as to foreclosure was stated in the same 
manner in each judgment. Primarily foreclosure is the remedy 
of the legal mortgagee, although at the present time he can in 
the alternative obtain an order for sale (Conveyancing Act, 1881, 





ez v. Greenhill, 4 A. & E. 624; per Lord Camppett, C.J., in | 
Reg. v. Clarke, 7 E, & B. 186; per Corton, L.J., in Re Agar- | Pattison, 1 Hare, p. 536). After the estate is forfeited at law, 
Ellis, 24 Ch. D., p. 331). The object of suing out a habeas | equity interposes to save the mortgagor’s interest, and hence 
corpus is to have it ascertained whether the person who is | arises his equity of redemption. In a foreclosure action a day 
sought:to be brought up is under duress or imprisonment. But | for redemption is fixed, and if the mortgagor then neglects to 
if he’is of an age to express a wish, and if he says that he | redeem, the foreclosure decree simply implies that the inter- 


wishes to remain where he is, there can be no question of duress 
or imprisonment. If, on the other hand, he is not of age to 
express a wish—and this age has been fixed in the manner 
stated above—then he is deemed to be imprisoned and in 


unlawful custody so long as he is not with the person who is | 





| 


i 


| 


| 
| 


s. 25). And this remedy is the natural result of the original 
interference of equity in favour of the mortgagor (Sampson v. 


ference of equity is at an end, and that the mortgagee’s 
estate has become absolute. And the remedy is the same 

here a security has been created in virtue of which the 
owner of the security has a right to call for the legal estate or 
has a right to have a legal mortgage executed. The first case 
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arises when there has been a mortgage of an equity of redemp- 
tion ; the second when there has been a mortgage by deposit of 
title deeds accompanied by an agreement to execute a legal 
mortgage. And even when there is no such agreement ia 
writing, yet, in the absence of anything to the contrary, the 
deposit of deeds is treated as evidence of an agreement to 
execute a mortgage. ‘‘ When there is a deposit of title deeds,” 
said Jesset, M.R., in Carter v. Wake (4 Ch. D., p. 606), “the 
court treats tuat as an agreement to execute a legal mortgage, 
and, therefore, as carrying with it all the remedies incident to 
such a mortgage.” 

So far there appears to be no doubt. The difficulty arises 
when it is sought to carry the right to foreclosure further, and 
to confer it upon a person who has simply a charge on the land. 
Prima facie it would appear that he is only entitled to enforce 
his security by sale, but an argument for giving him a remedy 
by foreclosure is afforded by section 13 of the Judgments Act, 
1838 (1 & 2 Viet. ¢. 110). By that Act a judgment was made a 
specific charge on the lands of the debtor, and the judgment 
creditor was declared to be entitled to the same remedies against 
the land in equity as he would be entitled to in case the judg- 
ment debtor had by writing under his hand agreed to charge 
the lands with the amount of the judgment debt and interest. 
Upon the language of this provision it seems to be clear that 
the judgment creditor could not be in a better position than if 
the judgment debtor had executed a charge in his favour, and 
this does not apparently imply that there is any deposit of title 
deeds, or any agreement to execute a legal mortgage. Accord- 
ingly his remedy is to have the charge realized by sale, and so 
it was held by Parker, V.C., in Footner v. Sturgis (6 De G. & 
Sm. 736). The plaintiff sued as assignee of a judgment debt, 
and asked for foreclosure or sale. The Vice-Chancellor said 
he was not entitled to a foreclosure. In the case of a charge 
the remedy was an order for sale. An agreement for a 
mortgage gave a right to foreclosure, but a mere charge 
did not. 

By other authorities a wider view was taken of the meaning 
of the statute. In Rolleston v. Morton (1 Dr. & War., p. 195) 
Lord Sr. Lzonarps said that the judgment was, in the view of 
the court, an equitable estate; and in Jones v. Bailey (17 Beav. 
582) it was held that the judgment creditor had that which was 
equivalent to an agreement to execute a legal mortgage. Con- 
sequently his remedy was by foreclosure, and subsequent cases 
have proceeded on the same principle (Fisher on Mortgages, 4th 
ed., p. 485). 

In the result it appears that on the strict reading of the 
statute 1 & 2 Vict. c. 110, s. 13, a judgment creditor has only a 
charge on the land, yet, nevertheless, he has been allowed to 
enforce that charge by foreclosure. Stopping here it would 
seem that an extension has been made in the remedy by fore- 
closure. What may be done under a mere charge in one 
case may be done in another. And in accordance with the 
decisions as to judgment creditors Krexrwica, J., held in Sadler 
v. Warley that a debenture-holder, whose debenture gave him a 
charge on all the property of a company, was entitled to enforce 
it by foreclosure. On the other hand, it is evident, from the 
cases in which foreclosure has been.allowed in favour of a judg- 
ment creditor, that this was done, not with any view of altering 
the remedy in respect of a mere charge, though created in writing, 
but because, upon the construction of the statute, it was 
considered that a judgment creditor had more than a mere 
charge; he had an agreement to execute a legal mortgage. 
It seems safer, therefore, to rest the decisions solely upon 
this view of the statute. Whether the construction is right or 
wrong it governs the case of a judgment creditor. He has fore- 
closure because he has the rights incident to an agreement to 
execute a legal mortgage. But it governs the case of a judg- 
ment creditor only. Where there is no more than a charge, the 
decisions on the Judgment Act, 1838, have no application. 
The settled rule prevails, and the remedy is by sale and not by 
foreclosure. In Le Owen, at any rate, Stiriine, J., held that 
there was no remedy by foreclosure in respect of a charge 
created by will. Ifthe decision of Kexewicu, J., is to stand 
with this, it must be apparently upon the ground that a charge 

created by a debenture implies, like a deposit of title deeds, an 
agreement to execute a legal mortgage on request. 
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NEW ORDERS, &c. 
COMPANIES (WINDING UP). 

When an affidavit is presented for filing out of time, such affidavit 
is only to be received on the undertaking of the solicitor to abide by 
the order of the Court as to the costs of any adjournment occasioned 
thereby, and as to the solicitor’s right to charge any such costs 
against his client. 





TRANSFER OF ACTIONS. 
Orper or Court. 
Friday, the 13th day of July, 1894. 

I, Tue Ricur Honovrante Farrer, Baron Herscue rt, Lord High 
Chuncellor of Great Britain, do hereby Transfer the several Actions men- 
tioned in the Schedule hereto, from the Honourable Mr. Justice Currry 
aud the Honourable Mr. Justice Sriruine respectively, to the Honourable 
Mr. Justice VaucHan WILLIAMS. 

SCHEDULE. 
Mr. Justice Currry (1893—H.—3344). 
James M’Adam Hyslop, M.D. v. The Equitable Mortgage Company. 
Mr. Justice Strrtrne (1893-—-W.—2803). 

Andrew Rutherford Warren and Others v. The Equitable Mortgage Com- 


pany. i 
Mr. Justice Srrriine (1894—S8. 101). 


Albert Stockdale v. The Equitable Mortgage Company. 
Henrscuz.1, OC. 
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Court of Appeal. 
CHAPMAN v, FYLDE WATERWORKS CO.—No. 1, 11th July. 


Warerworks—Strreet—Inon Cover Piacep in Street—Cover ror Sror- 
COCK IN SERVICE-PIPE—ACCIDENT CAUSED BY NON-REPAIR—LIABILITY OF 
Water Company—Fyitpe Waterworks Act, 1861 (24 & 25 Vicr. c. 
cLrv.), 8. 21—Warterworks Ciavses Acts, 1847 (10 & 11 Vicr. c. 17), ss. 
28, 48-52—Warerworks Ciavuses Act, 1863 (26 & 27 Vicr..c. 93), 8. 17, 


Action for damages for personal injuries caused by the alleged negli- 
gence of the defendants. Under the Fylde Waterworks Act, 1861, the 
defendants were authorized to supply water to the inhabitants of Biack- 
pool, and by section 21 to lay down, repair, and maintain all pipes and 
other works necessary for supplying water within their district. B 
their rules (which they were empowered to make) all service-pipes from 
the main in the street into the premises to be supplied with water were to 
be laid at the expense of the occupier by the dants upon receiving a 
form of order signed by the occupier. The defendants, upon 
required by the occupier of a house, laid down a service-pipe from the 
main into the house, and fixed a stop-cock in the eervice-pipe under the 
foot pavement, the stop-cock being 2ft. 6in. below the surface of the 
pavement, and being covered by an iron box with an iron guard level 
the pavement. The plaintiff, while passing al the street, trip 
the guard and was injured. At the trial before Day, J., and a 
jury found that the was out of repair and so caused the accident, 
and assessed the damages at £40. It appeared that to repair the guard it 
would have been necessary to remove the iron box and thus to interfere 
with the pavement. Day, J., held that the defendants were liable to 
repair the guard, and gave judgment for the plaintiff. The defendants 
angi contending the liability to repair was in the occupier of the 

ouse. ' 3 

Tur Court (Lord Esuer, M.R., and Kay and A. L. Surrn, L.JJ.) dis- 
missed the appeal. 

Lord magento oe that it ee a age to = whether = 
service-pipe and its fitt were TO water company or 
the householder. He would assume Phat they were the property of the 


a) 





| householder. The question was, Who had control of the apparatus so 
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far as regards the repairing of it? The water company were authorized 
by their Act to lay down and repair pipes and ‘‘ other works necessary for 
supplying water”? to the inhabitants. Zhe East London Waterworks Co. v. 
Vestry of St. Matthew, Bethnal Green (35 W. R. 37, 17 Q. B. D. 475) shewed 
that those words included works necessary for preventing the waste of 
water. Therefore they had power to lay down and repair such an appa- 
yatus as this. Section 28 of the Waterworks Clauses Act, 1817, gave them 
power to break up the streets for that purpose. Sections 48, 51, and 52 
of this latter Act only gave the householder power to break up the street 
for the purpose of laying the service-pipe from the main and for the pur- 
pose of removing it, but he had no power to break up the street for any 
other purpose. He bad no power to break up the street to examine or 
repair the service-pipe. He could not, therefore, repair the service-pipe 
or this apparatus. It was idle to suppose that an action would lie against 
him for not doing that which he had no power to do. The water com- 
pany could repair it, and could break up the street for that purpose. This 
apparatus was partly there for the benefit of the water company, and 
having the sole right to keep it in repair, and to break up the street for 
that p , that imposed upon them the duty towards the public of 
keeping it in such a state of repair that it should not become a source of 
danger to the public using the street. They were, therefore, liable to the 
plaintiff. 

Kay and A. L. Surrn, L.JJ., concurred.—Covnset, C. A. Russell and 
W. Wills; Shiress Will, Q.C., and R. W. Harper. Sorscrrons, Woodcock, 
Ryland, & Parker, for T. W. Marsland, Manchester ; Arckoll, Cockell, § Chad- 
wicke, for W. J. Dickson, Kirkham. 

[Reported by W. F. Ranry, Barrister-at-I aw. 


ROSS cr. WHITE—No. 2, 13th July. 


PastTNexsuirp—JtpGMENT rs Action Fork Partnersuir Accounr—Costs— 
Insurriciency or Assets—One Partner Inpestep to Firu— Liapriiity 
TO MAKE GOOD HIs INDEBTEDNESS BEFORE BEING PAID HIS Costs or ACTION. 
This was an appeal by the defendant from the decision of Kekewich, J. 

The plaintiff andthe defendant had carried on business in partnership, 

each being entitled to an equal share in the capital and profits of the 

partnership. The plaintiff having instituted an action for dissolution of 
the partnership, a decree for dissolution was made, and an account of the 
dealings between the plaintiff and the defendant, and an inquiry of what 
the partnership assets consisted, was directed. It appeared from the chief 
clerk’s certificate, made on the 26th of February, 1894, that there was then 

due from the partnership to the plaintiff a debt of £649 in respect of a 

loan made by tte plaintiff tothe partnership ; and that there was due from 

the partnership to the plaintiff in respect of his share of the partnership 
capital a sum of £1,405, and from the partnership to the defendant a sum 
of £504 in respect of the defendant’s share of capital; and it further 

that the partnership assets then practically consisted of a fund in 
court of £1,371. ‘The action came on for further consideration on the 8th 
of May, 1294, when the question was whether, after payment to the 
plaintiff of the debt of £649 due to him, the fund in court (which would 
then consist only of £722) should be applied first in payment of the costs 
of the action of both plaintiff and defendant, or should be applied first in 

— the partners on a footing of equality as to capital. Kekewich, J., 

I that after payment of the debt of £649 due to the plaintiff the fund 

im court should be applied first in payment to the plaintiff of a further 

sam of ££4)1 (being the difference between £1,405 and £804), so as to place 

the partners on a footing of equality as to the capital due to each of them 
from the partnership, and then that the balance of the fund, so far as it 
would go, should be applied in payment of the costs of action of both 


parties, and that the rest of the costs should be borne by the partners | 


equally. From this decicion the defendant appealed, and contended that 
after the payment to the plaintiff of the debt of £619 due to him the fund 
im court should be applied first in payment of the costes of the action. 

Taz Cover (Lord Hexscueit, C., and Lixorey and Davey, L.JJ.) dis- 
mised the appeal. 

Lord Hexzscurit, C., ssid it appeared that there was a debt of £649 
due from the partnership to the plaintiff ; that each partner bad originally 
contributed an equal rum to the capital of the partnership; that each 
drew out some part of his contribution 
drawn out a sum of £41 in excess of the sum drawn out by the plaintiff. 
The sole question was as to the payment of the costs of the plaintiff and 
the defendant in taking the partnership accounts. It had been contended 
om behalf of the delezdant that there costs ought to be paid out of the 


partnership ascte after the discharge of the partnership debts and before | 


apy distribution was made between the partners. No doubt that was 
Fight as a general propxition of law where there was a enfficiency of 
aescts. Vout im the present case the fund in court, after paying to the 
pasietifl bis dett cf £649. would not be enfficient to pay the corta if the 
pets wat alo entitled to first get ont of it the sum of £601, #0 as to 
prot hiss om an equality with the defendant in respect of the sum drawn 
ut im respect A capital, The delendent contended that the costa of both 
partics ought to be paid out of the fund before the plaintiff was entitled 
we tame A it thie eure of S01. The defendant had in effect received 
vad asacts L751 in excoms of what the plaintiff had received, and he 
is bis lordehip’s opinion, dsim payment of the costs out of the 
‘ without fret making good to the assets the eum taken ont 
es hie iu excom A the eum taken out by the plaintiff 
Lesmner, 4, raid thet the argument om behall of the defendant was a 
t ome, tut it depended on there being a wiffic tency of asecte, 
was mt the fact in thle care 
Gcahast ss vmiention, « great injustice would be inflicted on the 
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if the court were to ament to the | 


if notinform. The principle put forward ia argument on behalf of the 


defendant—viz., that before adjusting the rights inter se of the partners 
the costs of the suit should be paid—was quite right ; but the fallacy of the 
argument lay in leaving out of sight the fact that the sum which the 
defendant took out of the partnership capital in excess of the plaintiff was 
really ard truly part of the partnership assets. Applying the principle to 
the facts of this case, the defendant was only entitled to take his costs 
subject to his obligation to make good his liability to the assets of the 
partnership, and as the defendant had in his hands part of the assets the 
plaintiff had a right to say, ‘‘ Pay your own costs out of that portion of 
the assets in your hands.’”’ The right form of order would be that the 
| plaintiff should be paid the £601 and his costs out of the fund in court 
and that the defendant should deduct his costs out of the sum in his 
| hands and pay the balance into court, and then that that sum should be 
| divided equally between them.—Counsg1, Renshaw, Q.C., and 8. Dickinson ; 
| Warmington, Q.C., and Dunham. Soxtcrrors, Meredith, Roberts, § Mills, 
| for Sibly § Dickinson, Bristol; George Reader § Co., for David Johnstone, 
Bristol. 





[Reported by M. J. Biaxe, Barrister-at-Law. | 


THOMASSET v. THOMASSET—No. 2, 16th July. 


DivornceE—MAInTENANcE or CurLDREN—20 & 21 Vict. c. 85, 8. 35-2: 
23 Vicr. c. 61, s. 4. 

Appeal from an order of Jeune, P. In March, 1892, the petitioner, 
Mrs. Thomasset, obtained a decree for divorce from the respondent. On 
the 8th of August, 1893, an order was made for payment by the respond- 
ent to the petitioner of permanent alimony at the rate of £266 per 
annum, and £23 63. 8d. for the maintenance of each of the four younger 
children of the marriage. On the 27th of March, 1894, Theodore, the 
eldest of these children, attained sixteen. On the ist of June, 1894, an 
order was made by the registrar, on the application of the respondeut, 
that the allowance for the eldest child’s maintenance should cease. This 
order was affirmed by the President on the 4th of June. The petitioner 
appealed. 

Tur Covrt (Linp.ey and Lorzs, L.JJ.) allowed the appeal. 


Lixviey, L.J., in delivering judgment, said: Before referring to the 
statutes which relate to this matter it is desirable to state shortly the law 
and practice of the courts of common law and chancery as regards 
infante. The jurisdiction of the courts of law was exercised by habeas 
corpus. The principles on which they acted in dealing with persons 
brought up under habeas corpus are stated in Coleridge, J.’s judgment in 
R. v. Greenhill (4 A. & E. 643). The age at which a child is deemed to 
have discretion is fourteen in the case of a boy, and sixteen in that of a 
girl: see Reg. v. Clarke (7 E. & B. 186), Reg. v. Howes (3 E. & E, 332). 
After a child has attained the age of discretion, a court of common law 
will set it free if illegally detained, but will not force it against its will 
to remain with its father or legal guardian, although Lord Mansfield said 
the court had a discretion: see Reg. v. Delavel (3 Burr. 1, 435), and 
the note to Ex parte Hopkins (3 P. W. 155). It must not, how- 
ever, be inferred from the above decisions that a father has no 
legal right to the custody of his child after it has attained the 
age of fourteen or sixteen. The father’s right to such custody exists antil 
| the child attains twenty-one: see Hargreave’s note to Coke on Littleton, 
p. 88, and the statute, 12 Car. 2, c. 24, 8. 8, where the right of the father 
to the custody of his children till twenty-one is taken for granted 
although not expressly declared. Such right, moreover, was distinctly 
recognized by Pattison, J., 7 E. & B., p. 199, and in eg. v. Howes 
land Re Agar Ellis (24 Ch. D. 317). The jurisdiction of the Court of 
Chancery over infants is twofold. As regards writs of habeas corpus the 
| power of the court appears to have been the same as that of courts of 
'common law. But independently of those writs the Court of Chancery 
exercised the power of the Crown as parens patria over infants, and in the 
| exercise of this jurisdiction the power of the court has always been more 
extensive than that possessed by courts of common law under a writ of 
| habeas corpus: see Re Spence (2 Ph. 252), Re Agar Ellis, Rey. v. Gyngall 
| (1893, 2Q. B. 232), Hall v. Hall (3 Atk. 721), Anon. (2 Ves. sen. 374), 
| Todd v. Lynes (referred to in Simpson on Infants, p. 134), Re Mayrath 
| (1893, 1 Ch. 143). As regards maintenance, the parents’ obligations were 
| measured both at law and in equity by the poor law. I know of no case 

in which a father has been ordered by a court of equity to maintain his 
child. Their juriediction as to maintenance and education was limited to 
| the children’s own property. By the Judicature Act of 1873 each 
division of the High Court can exercise the jurisdiction of the old Court 
of Chancery : sce section 25, clause 10. This Act enables all the divisions 
even on habeas corpus, to regard something more than the strict legal 
rights of fathers and guardians, and requires all the divisions to recognize 
the ca:dinal principle of the Court of Chancery—viz., that in dealing 
with infants the primary consideration is their benefit: see Leg. Vv. 
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Gyngall. 1 will now proceed to consider the jurisdiction of the 
Divisional Court as regards tho custody and maintenance of the 
children of persons judicially separated. The Act of 20 & 21 
Vict. c. 85, #. 35, extended by 22 & 23 Vict. c. 61, s. 4, confer 


a far greater jarisdiction than that exercised by any court previously 
existing: vide Marsh v. Marsh (1 Bw. & Tr. 312) and Spratt v. Spratt 
(1 Sw. & Tr. 215). Under those two sections the Divisional Court can 
order parents, at their own expense, to maintain and educate thelr 
children, which no court could do before. If it were not for the decisions 
to which I ehall refer I should have thought that the power to order pay- 
ment of a grenes sum for the maintenance of children under twenty-one 
| of divorced or gene f separated persons was too clear for reasonable 
doubt. 1 se no ground for saying infants between the ages of four- 
tecn or sixteen and twenty-one are not “children” within the meantog 
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of the above Acts. The necessity of providing children with maintenance 
and education does not stop at fourteen or sixteen, and neither the neces- 
sities of the case nor the language of the statutes require or admit of a 
construction limiting the power of the court to provide for children to 
those under fourteen or sixteen. There are, however, five decisions to that 
effect, and the President has considered himself bound by them. Three of 
them were before the Judicature Act—viz., Ryder v. Ryder (2 Sw. & Tr. 
225), custody ; Webster v. Webster (31 L. J. P. & M. 184), maintenance ; 
and Mallinson vy. Mallinson (L. R. 1 P. & D. 221), custody. In Ryd:r y. 
Ryder it was decided that the court had no jurisdiction to make any order 
as to the custody of children over sixteen. The main ground for this 
decision appears to have been that courts of common law did not make 
orders disposing of the custody of children over sixteen. This reasoning 
does not appear to me satisfactory, and the decision in the case ap to 
me an unfortunate one, but it is one from which the Judicature Acts have, 
in my opinion, set us free. It was also wrong to hold as a matter of law 
that maintenance followed custody, as was done in Webster v. Webster, 
although in Ryder v. Ryder Wills, J., pointed out that it did not follow 
from that decision that maintenance could not be ordered for a child over 
sixteen. Even before the Judicature Act, 1873, the cases, in my judgment, 
went too far. But after that Act I am unable to understand howit can be 
right to hold that the statutory discretion conferred upon the court is re- 
stricted within the narrow limits previously supposed. And in Benyon v. 
Benyon (L. R. 1 P. D. 447) an allowance was made for a child until twenty- 
one. However, in Blandford v. Blandford (1892, P. 148) the President 
(Sir Charles Butt) distinctly held that the court had no power to make an 
order as to the custody or maintenance or education of a child over six- 
teen. The attention of the President does not, however, appear to have 
been called either to the Judicature Act, 1873, or to Re Agar Ellis, and his 
decision, in my judgment, was erroneous. In the present case the learned 
President has simply followed Blandford v. Blandford. In my judgment 
the wide discretion conferred on the Divorce Court by the Divorce 
Acts has been unduly restricted by judicial decision. Such discretion 
ought to be exercised in each particular case as the circumstances re- 
quire. And in exercising such discretion the Divorce Court, which 
has now all the old powers of the Court of Chancery, is not, and 
ought not to consider itself, fettered by any supposed rule that it has 
no power to make orders under the Divorce Acts respecting the cus- 
tody, maintenance, or education of infants over fourteen or sixteen. 
I am clearly of opinion that, whether the children are males or 
females, the jurisdiction conferred by the sections of the Divorce 
Acts (sections 35 and 4) on which this case turns can, since the Judi- 
cature Acts, at allevents, be exercised during the whole period of infancy 
—that is, until twenty-one ; although I do not say that a child who has 
attained years of discretion can, except under very special circumstances, 
be properly ordered into the custody of either parent against the child’s 
own wishes. The appeal must be allowed, and the case remitted to be 
dealt with on its merits freed from the fetter by which the decision of the 
judge was previously considered to be restricted. Costs of the appeal 
must be on the respondent. 

Lorgs, L.J., concurred.—Covunssgi, Inderwick, Q C., and Searle ; Bayford, 
Q.C., and Barnard. Soxticrrors, Field, Roscoe, ¢ Co.; G. D. Byfield. 

[Reported by C. F. Duxcay, Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re HARDING, ROGERS rv. HARDING—No. 2, 12th July. 
Power oF APPoINTMENT—JOINT APPOINTMENT—REVOCATION BY SURVIVOR. 


Appeal from an order of North, J. By a marriage settlement dated the 
8th of December, 1846, property was settled in trust for the husband and 
wife and the survivor for life, with a power of — among the 
children of the marriage ‘‘as the husband and wife, during their joint 
lives, by deed, with or without a power of revocation and new appointment, 
shall from time to time appoint, and in default of and subject to such 
joint appointment, then as the survivor shall, after the decease of the 
other, by deed or will appoint. On the 30th of January, 1881, the husband 
and wife jointly appointed part of the settled property. Clause 7 provided 
that the appointment made by the deed was subject to the powers of 
revocation and new appointment mentioned in the marriage settement. 
The deed only recited the joint power in the marriage settlement, and not 
the power to the survivor. The wife died in 1881. On the 10th of March, 
1886, the husband revoked the appointment of the 30th of January, 
and made a new appointment, reserving a power of revocation ; and on the 
ldth of August, 1888, he made another ——— es i that of the 
10th of March. In 1893 the husband died. North, J., held that the 
ewe and reappointment by the survivor were well exeouted. On 
appeal, 

‘ue Covunr (Lord Herscuuut, C., and Linptry and Davey, L.JJ.) dis- 
missed the appeal. 

Lord Henscurii, C., in giving judgment, said: It is contended that 
there was no power in the survivor of the two donees of the power given 
by the marriage settlement to revoke the joint appointment of the 30th 
of January. Firstly, because power to revoke a joint appointment 
could only be reserved to the husband and wife jointly; and, secondly, 
even if it could be reserved to the survivor alone, it has not in this case 
been effectively reserved. The case of Brudenel? v. Hlwes (1 East, 442) 
indicates the principles which should guide the court in considering a 
power of this description. But it ie anid that here we have not a single 
pore, as in Brudenell vy. Rlwes, but two powers. Tn that argument there 
safallacy. No doubt the joint power and the power to the survivor 
are defined in two separate clauses, whoroas in Brudenel? vy, Blwes they 
were contained in one clause, But where there is a power given to two 
persons jointly, and again to the survivor of them, that amounts to two 
powers, whether they aro contained in one clause or in two Accordingly, 





I see no distinction between this case and that of Brudeneil vy. Elives. Tdo 


not doubt that the intention was that in the case of the exercise of a 
joint power of appointment a power of revocation and new t- 
ment should be reserved sae or Th question is, Was that 


vor. en the 

er reserved by the deed of 30th of January, 1881? Now, clause 
of that deed provides that the appointments are made subject to the 

powers of revocation and new ai tment con’ 

settlement, and it seems to me that whatever power could be 

consistently with the terms of the marriage 


| 
f 
| 


The only suggestion to the contrary is founded on the fact that in the 
recitals reference is only made to the joint — of tment, and 
none is made to the power to be exercised by the survivor, but it seems to 


me impossible to apm ing go hg deter 
construction of the deed. I therefore think 


was right in his decision. 
Linptey and Davey, L.JJ., concurred.—Oounsa., Cozens- Hardy, Q.C. 


and J. G. Butcher ; Swinfen Eady, Q.C., and G. W. Lawrence ; B. Regers ; 
Methold. Soutcrrons, Meredith, Roberts, § Mills ; Walters, Deverell, § Go. ; 
Hurlberts & Hussey ; Wade § Lyall. 

{Reported by C. F. Duxcax, Barrister-at-Law. } 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
SHEPHERD +. BLANK—Chitty, J., 10th, 11th, and 12th July. 


Speciric Perrormance — Unconscronante Barncatin— Ecscrion ro TAKE 
Damaces. 


Vendor’s action for specific performance of an agreement to buy a farm 
and implements for £1,200. Defence (inter alia) that this price was so 
grossly in excess of the true value as to make the agreement an uncon- 
scionable bargain which the court would not enforce: Coles v. Trecothick 
(9 Ves. 234). All the other defences having failed on the evidence, counsel 
for the plaintiff submitted that, where there was a bargain, mere ex- 
cessiveness of price in itself formed no defence to an action of specific 
performance. At the suggestion of the judge, however, he elected to take 
damages instead of specific performance. Counsel for the defendant sub- 
mitted that since the Judicature Acts no damages could be given where 
specific performance would be refused on the ground of “‘ unconscionable 

; ” 


bargain. 

Curtry, J., held, on the evidence, that though the plaintiff had got 
a good bargain, and there was some folly on the part of the defendant, 
the price was not so grossly in excess of the true value that a court of 
equity would have set the aside as unconscionable. The defend- 
ant had seen the farm twice, and formed his own judgment as to the value. 
He was bound st law by his contract, and there was no equitable ground 
for relieving him. The plaintiff had wisely elected to — Se 
instead of specific performance. Now, the defence of “‘ 
bargain ” was an equitable defence applicable to actions for specific per- 
formance. It was unknown at common law. His lordship was not aware 
that the Judicature Acts had made any difference in this respect. He 
assessed the damages at £100.—Counser, W. D. Rewlins; Micklem. 
Soxtcrrors, Clarke, Rawlins, $ Co., for Vergette ¢ Buckle, Peterborough ; 
Kingsford, Dorman, § Co., for H. B. Hartley, Whittlesey. 

{Reported by G. Rownaxp Atstox, Barrister-at-Law.)} 


Re MAPLIN SANDS—Kekewich, J., 13th July. 


Practice —Drscovery—Wrtngss—Doccmants propucep rx Wirxess-nox— 
Documents put In “ax BLoc’’ on *‘ spatatm™”’—R. S. C., XXXIX., 6. 


This was a motion to vary the report of a special 
stances being as follows : —The Crown had p1id into court a sum of £52,000 
in respect of the purchase-money of a part of the Maplia Sands, which 
had been taken for the purpose of an artillery range, and a petition for 
payment out being made by a buildiag society—one of fourteen 
ants to the fand—the matter was by consent of oe referred to 
Mr. S. Hall, Q.C., as g; referee. Aftera hearing C extended over 
nine days the referee that the petitioners were entitled, in priority 
to all the other claimants, to a first charge on the sum. In 
the hearing a witness who was not a party to the petition 
cross-examination by counsel far some of the respondents, whether 
in his possession any letters referring to the Maplin Sands. He said that 
he had, and uced a bundle of documents, of which he said some did 
and many did not refer to the matters in question. Counsel thereupon 
asked him for the letter of the latest date of those in the bundle, and pro- 


; 


ceeded to — _ it; and then for the one of mo Se See 
receding, and then one next that, proposing = 
Secu the whole bundle seriatios. referee, however, refused to allow 


him to do this, on the ground that such a proceeding would take an 

inordinate leagth of time. Counsel then proposed to put the whole 

bundle in e« dee, taking the risk 

his case. But this couree also the referee the 

ground that it was contrary to the practice of the court. a 
ou 














and a well-known point in practice. In this particular case a witness 
was asked in cross-examination whether he had any letters in his posses- 
sion relating to the matter in hand. He had such documents, and he pro- 
duced them, and thereupon counsel proposed to put them in en bloc. As 
regards that proposal his lordship had no doubt whatever. If such a pro- 
ceeding were allowed the trial would never come to an end, and the cost 
would be enormously increased by the introduction of irrelevant matter. 
Such a course had, as far as he knew, never been attempted before, and he 
certainly would not allow it. Then counsel had suggested another course, 
that of asking for and looking at the letters one by one, and thus obtaining 
inspection of them. The referee had refused to permit that, on the ground 
that it would take an inordinate length of time. There the matter was 
left, and his lordship was asked to send back the report on the ground 
that evidence had been improperly shut out. There mignt have been a 
miscarriage of justice had the documents been of importance to the issue, 
but his lordship thought there was no fault on the part of the referee. 
The proper course would have been for counsel to ask for an adjournment, 
so as to have an opportunity of looking at the documents and seeing which 
were material, and the referee would have been wrong had he refused such 
application. But that application—no doubt for very good reasons—was 


not made, or doubtless the referee would have acceded to it on reasonable | 


terms. His lordship then referred to the R. 8. C., ord. 39, r. 6, and said 
that though the motion was not one for a new trial, and consequently he 
did not apply the rule strictly, still it was analogous to a motion for a new 
trial, and as he was precluded from sending a case back for re-trial unless 
satisfied that there had been a substantial miscarriage of justice, so here, 


unless he thought a substantial wrong was being caused by the rejection of | 


the evidence, he would not interfere. He was satisfied that nothing would 
be gained in this case by the production and inspection of the letters. 
The report of the referee must stand, and the motion be refused with 
costs.—Counse., Henry Terrell ; Warmington, Q.C., and Sheldon ; 
Rigby, A.G., and Ingle Joyce. Sorscrrors, Lumley § Lumley ; Fi 
Hopkinson, & Co., for Stamford & Metcalfe, Bradford; Hare § Co. 

[Reported by C. C. Hewsiry, 


ul 


er, Perks, 


Rarrister-at-Law. 





High Court—Quzen’s Bench Division. 
THE LONDON COUNTY COUNCIL (Appellants) r. HUMPHREYS (LIM) 
Respondents)—i6th July. 


Merropourss Manacement—Temporary 
EXPosED ror Sate— Merxororis MANAGEMENT 
(Amenpment) Act, 1882 (45 Vict. c. 14), s. 13. 


Case stated by a metropolitan magistrate on a summons under section 


Srrvuctvure— Licence —Strvervure 
AND Buripinc Acts 


13 of the Metropolis Management and Building Acts (Amendment) Act, | 


1882. The complaint was that the respondents from the 17th of October, 
1893, to the 22nd of February, 1894, did unlawfully erect and continue a 
wooden structure of a movable and temporary nature called a bungalow 
without a licence first had from the London County Council as successors 
in law to the Metropolitan Board of Works. The respondents were manu- 
facturers and dealers in buildings constructed of wood and corrugated iron 
carrying on business in Knightsbridge. They set up in March, 1893, on 
an adjoining piece of land belonging to them a bungalow 3lft. long, 22ft. 
to 28ft. wide, and 17ft. high to the ridge of the roof. The floor was of 
wood, the sides and ends consisted of wooden uprights and cross-pieces, 
lined on the inside with match-boarding and covered partly with corru- 
gated iron and partly with wood. The interior was divided into four 
rooms. It merely rested upon the ground, and had no foundation and no 
chimney. The bungalow was erected for sale, to attract purchasers, and 
as an advertisement, but more particularly as a specimen building It 
had a board on it notifying that it was for sale. The magistrate found as 
a fact that the bungalow was a wooden structure of a movable or tempo- 
vary character, placed there merely for the purpose of sale and 
specimen of the wares sold by the respondents. 
matter of law, inasmuch as it was merely exhibited by the respondents as 
wares which they had for rale, that upon the true construction of the 13th 
section of 45 Vict. c. 
dismissed the summons. The section referred to provides that “it shall 
not be lawful for any person to erect or ect up in any place any wooden 
structure or erecticn of a movable or temporary character (unless the 
same be exempt from the operation of the first part of the Metropolis 
Bb ing Act, 1855) without a licence in writing first had and obtained 
from the board ”’—i.c., the Metropolitan Board of Works; a penalty is 
imposed for infringement of the section and an exception is made in 
favour of temporary structures used during building operations. On 
behalf of the county council it was argued that the structure complained 
of was a temporary structure for which a licence was required under the 
above section. Sterens v. Gurley (7 C. B. N. 8. 99), He 
(i L. : M. C. 97), Leudon County Council ¥. Candler (OL J 
and London County Council ¥. Pearce (1892, 2 GQ. B. 109) were cit 
Taz Cover (Wiis and Kexxeni, JJ.) dismissed the appea 
Wis, J.—This care it one of some difficulty. The rtructure com- 
pisined of comes within the actual words of the section, but the authorities 
cited shew that that in itself is not conclusive. The question is whether 
the Act was intended to apply to structures that are not purposed to be 
used where they stand, and are only part of a manufacturer's stock in 


Smallpiece, 
M. C. 114), 
ed 


*teade. It is ieupomible to draw a logical line; but the test to bx applied | 
im each case according to the decisions is, What is the f the 
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the provisions of the Act 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL 


Sir John | 


as a} 
He was of opinion, as a | 


14 the respondents had committed no offence, and | 








July 21, 1894. 


Kennepy, J.—I am of the same opinion. The scope of this section has 
been to some extent limited by the decisions which have been referred to, 
and I do not think that the present case falls within it. It would be very 
| difficult to formulate a definition. There is, however, one salient point. 

The structure was not intended for use on that spot. It was on the pre- 

mises solely for the object of immediate sale. The Act was intended to 
| apply to buildings movable and temporary, it is true, but only to build- 
ings put up for use on the spot. If the Act covered this case, no one 
could construct a summer-house or any kind of habitation for man, still 
| less could they expose it for sale outside, without a particular licence from 
| the London County Council in each case. I shrink from holding that that 
| is necessary. The decision of the magistrate must be affirmed. Appeal 
| dismissed.—Covunse., F. F. Daldy ; Poland, Q.0., and Travers Humphreys. 
Soricitors, WV. A. Blaxland ; F. Duerdin Dutton. 

[Reported by T. R. C. Dit, Barrister-at-Law. }j 








Bankruptcy Cases. 
Re HALLETT, Ex parte NATIONAL INSURANCE CO.—Q. E. Div., 16th 


July. 
Banxrurtcy—Proor—Catits on SHares—Person Insurep ny Discramerr 
—Measvre or Damaces— Bankruptcy Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vicr. c. 52), 





s. 59 (7). 

This was an appeal by the liquidator of the National Insurance Co. (Lim- 
| ited) against the rejection of his amended proof for £4,000 by the trustee 
| of the separate estate of Milford Hallett. The debtor held 1,000 shares of £5 
| each in the company, upon which 10s. was paid. A receiving order was 
| made against the debtor upon the 2nd of June, 1893, and his trustee dis- 
| claimed the shares upon the 6th of August. Prior to the 6th of August a 
| call of 103. per share had been made by the company, ani upon the 10th 
| of August a second call was made for the same amount. Upon the 4th of 
| September the company was ordered to be wound up, whereupon, by the 
| terms of the articles of association, the whole amount of the uncalled 
| capital became payable. Upon the 6th of September the liquidator ten- 
| dered a proof against the debtor’s estate for £4,500, but the trustee rejected 
all but £500, being the amount of the call made prior to his disclaimer. 
Upon the 31st of October the liquidator tendered an amended proof for 
£4,000 for damages caused by the operation of the disclaimer (under 
| section 55 (7) of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883). The trustee rejected the proof, 
| and this appeal was brought against his decision. Counsel for the appellant 

contended that the amount of damages he hada right to prove for was 
the amount the company had lost by the loss of the contract to pay calls, 
assuming the solvency of Mr. Hallett—namely, the whole of the claim for 
£4,000 which had been rejected by the trustee. They cited Re West of 
| England Bank, Ex parte Budden § Roberts (27 W. R. 906, 12 Ch. D. 288), 
| Re Lilynvi Coal Co. (20 W. R. 105, L. R. 7 Ch. App. 28), and Re Mercantile 
| Marine Assurance Co. (33 W. R. 360, 25 Ch. D. 415). Counsel for the trus- 
| tee admitted the right of proof, but denied that the appellant was entitled 
to assess the damages at the whole amount due on the shares, and sug- 
| gested that the company would benefit unduly by such an arrangement, 
| for if there were a surplus over the liabilities, the trustee, having dis- 
| claimed, would have no share init. They cited Re Muggeridge (18 W.R. 
| 963, L. R. 10 Eq. 443). 
Vavonan Wii1ams, J., allowed the appeal. His lordship said that the 
company ought to be put in the same position they would have been in 
| but for the disclaimer. If it had been shewn that the shares which came 
back to the liquidator of the company upon the disclaimer were of any 
| value, such evidence might have gone to reduce the amount claimed as 
| damages. As there was nothing in the facts before the court which 
| tended to reduce the damages, the proof must be admitted for the full 
| amount.—Counse., Moulton, Q.C., and Scrutton; Herbert Reed, Q.C., and 
Whately. Sorscrrons, Parker, Garrett, § Parker ; Rooper §& Whately. 
[ Reported by P. M. Faaxcxe, Barrister-at-Law. 


Re SANDERS, Ex parte SANDERS- Q 


saNKRUPTCY — Practice —Pertition wy Limirrep Comrpany—Proor or 

AUTHORITY OY SecrETARY TO PRESENT—APFYIDAVIT VERIVYING PeritTION— 

Novice To pispuTe Facts 1x Perrrion - Banknvurtcy Acr, 1883 (46 & 47 

Vict. c. 52), 8 148; Rvuves 160-162. 

This was an appeal against a recciving order made by the registrar of 
the county court at Dudley; the ground of appeal being that the petition 
was by alimited company and that there was no proof before the registrar 
that the secretary of the company, who presented the petition, was duly 
authorized under the seal of the company so to do (Bankruptcy Act, 
1885, s. 14%). It appeared from the evidence of the solicitor to the 
company that no notice under rule 160 had been given to them that the 
debtor intended to dispute the authority of the secretary to present the 
petition. When the parties came before the registrar the solicitor for the 
debtor asked for the production of the company’s minute-book, and as 
that was not forthcoming objected that there was no proof of the 
secretary's authority. The solicitor to the company offered to let him 
cross-examine the secretary, and called the registrar's attention to the 
affidavits in verification of the petition and in proof of debt, in both of 
which the secretary stated that he was duly authorized under seal. The 
regictrar held that the affidavits were suflicient evidence, and asked the 
| solicitor for the debtor to proceed to hin next point, which he did without 
| further objection. Eventually a receiving order was made, against which 
| this oppedl was brought. Counsel for the appellant contended that he 
| had an absolute right to put the secretary to formal proof of his authority 
| although he had not given notice to dispute it, and cited Le Collier, Ex 


B. Div., 17th July. 
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parte Dan Rylands (Limited) (8 Morr. 80) and Re Calthrop (16 W. R. 446, 
L. R. 3 Ch. App. 252). Counsel for the respondent denied the debtor’s 
right to dispute statements in the petition without giving notice, and cited 
Re Whitley (8 Morr. 149), Ex parte Lowenthal (22 W. R. 446, L. R. 9 Ch. 
App. 324), and Ez parte Torkington (22 W. R. 602, L. R. 9 Ch. App. 298). 

Vavouan Wiutrams, J., dismissed the appeal. His lordship said that 
the debtor's solicitor had in fact waived the objection, and that he dis- 
missed the appeal upon that ground alone, and wished it to be understood 
that an affidavit in verification of the petition had served its purpose when 
the petition is filed, and must not be relied on as evidence at the bearing of 
an opposed petition. With regard to disputing matters not set forth in the 
notice to dispute, the court will, if the matters are material, usually grant 
an adjournment to have them proved, yet the debtor has nota right to 
have such matters proved, but depends on the discretion of the court. 
Nevertheless a petitioner should go into court pre to prove all 
essential matters in his petition, not merely those which the debtor has 
given notice to dispute. 

Kennepy, J., concurred.--Counset, Muir Mackenzie ; Herbert Reed, Q C., 
and Hansell. Soxtcrrors, Sharpe, Parkers, § Co. ; Heath, Parker, § Brett. 

[Reported by P. M. Fraycxe, Barrister-at-Law. | 
Re CROOKE, Ex parte SHERIFF OF SOUTHAMPTON—Q. B. Div., 17th 
July. 


Bankruptcy—Suerirr—Costs or Apvertisinc Sate—Dvury or Sagerirr— 
JankRuptoy Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vicr. c. 52), s. 145, rue 118—Banx- 
ruptcy Act, 1890 (53 & 54 Vicr. c. 71), s. 11 (1). 

This was an appeal against a decision of the registrar of the county court 
of Southampton refusing to allow the sheriff his costs of advertising the 
debtor’s goods for sale and having them catalogued, upon the ground that 
he had acted with unreasonable haste, and should have waited for five days 
before proceeding to advertise the goods for sale as is required of bailiffs 
under the County Courts Act. The sheriff had received the writ of ji. fa 
upon the 11th of January, with a letter from the execution creditor asking 
him to proceed with dispatch. He therefore seized upon the 11th and 
advertised the goods upon the 12th and two following days for sale upon 
the 15th. The debtor filed his petition in bankruptcy upon the 12th of 
January. The sheriff handed over the proceeds of his seizure to the 
official receiver and applied to him for his costs, which were taxed by the 
registrar and certain items were disallowed as stated above. The sheriff 
appealed. 

5 eee Wiutt1AMs, J., allowed the appeal, holding that the principle 
upon which the registrar had acted was quite wrong. A sheriff has no duty 
at common law like that imposed upon county court bailiffs by statute. 
His duty rather is to have regard to the instructions of the execution 
creditor as far as is reasonable. If it were obvious that he had incurred 
expense in advertising when he knew there would be no eale, then the 
registrar might, in his discretion, have disallowed the costs, but such was 
not the fact in this case, and the registrar had not acted upon his discre- 
tion, but upon an erroneous principle. 

Krnnepy, J., concurred.—Counset, Rawlinson; Whinney. Soxtscrrors, 
Lovell, sen., & Pitfield ; Morgan, Price, § Morgan. 

Reported by P. M. Francxz, Barrister-at-Law. | 


LAW SOCIETIES, 
INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
ANNUAL GENERAL MEETING. 


The annual general meeting of the Incorporated Law Society was held on 
Friday, the 13th inst., at the hall of the society, Chancery-lane, Mr. F. P. 
Morneit (Oxford), the retiring president, taking the chair. There was a 
moderate attendance, 


PRESIDENT AND Vice-PRESIDENT. 


The Presipgnt stated that Mr John Hunter (London) had been proposed 
as president, and Mr John Wreford Budd (London) as vice-president for 
the ensuing year. As thore were no other candidates he declared them duly 
elected. 

Mr Cus. Forp (London) said he was very glad,to see that the president 
and vice-president had not been nominated by members of the Council. 


VAcANciES on THR CouNcit, 


The Prestpent proceeded to the election of the twelve vacancies on tho 
Council caused by the retirement of ten members by rotation, and by the 
death of the late Sir Henry Watson Parker (London) and the late Mr. 
B. IP. B. Colton-Fox (Sheflield), The following were the namos of the 
members who go out of office by rotation, all of whom, with the exception 
of Dr. Edwin Freshfield (London) and Mr, Richard Mills (London), offered 
themselves for re-election :—Mr. Addison goo Mr. John Cooper (Man- 
chester), Dr, Edwin Freshfield (London), Mr, William Godden (London), Mr. 
Grinham Keen (London), Mr. N. T. Lawrence (London), Mr, Richard Mills 
(London), Sir Thomas Paine (London), Sie Albert K. Rollit (London), Mr, 
W. Melmoth Walters (London). 

The following were the now oandidates:—Mr, Arthur Wightman 
(Sheffield), Mr, James Samuel Beale (London), Mr. Harry Attlee (London), 
Mr. James Heelis (Manchcster), Mr, J. Curtis Leman (London), Mr. Edmund 
Kell Blyth (London). 

Mr, Foun thought it extromely unfortunate that amongst the nominators 
of candidates were the names of tho following members of Council ;—Mr, 


Hunter, Mr. Wing, and Mr. Cooper. He did think it was to be regretted 
that the candidates to council, however worthy and zealous, should be 
nominated by members of the council. There was at one time a house list, 
and candidates were elected by command of the council. He had th t the 
practice was dead and forgotten, but he could not help thinking there was 
risk for its revival. The members of society were to be numbered b 
thousands, and he thought that, them, capable men were to 
discovered who were fit persons to nominate candidates. He said with all 
respect that it was a pity that members of council should nominate candi- 
dates, and he hoped it would not occur again. 

The Presipent said that, as the candidates were more in number than 
the vacancies, an election by ballot would be necessary. He therefore 
appointed the following gentlemen to act as scrutineers:—Mr., Grantham 
Dodd (London), Mr. J. H. Kays Casket, Mr. W. Milne (London), Mr, H. 
R. Oldfield (London), and Mr, J. V. Watson (London). 


AvpITors. 


Mr. Dillon Ross-Lewin Lowe, Mr. P. R. T. Toynbee, and Mr. John 
Stephens Chappelow, were appointed auditors of the society’s accounts for 
the ensuing year. 


Ie 


Socrery’s Accounts. 

The Prestpent moved that the accounts and receipts and disbursements 
for the year ending 3lst December, 1893, be approved. 

Mr. Forp said he was sorry to mats hem report that the account of income 
and expenditure unfortunately showed a balance of expenditure over income 
of £1,253 18s. 10d. That of course was a most unhappy state of things. 
It was unfortunately in 1892 even worse, for then the expenditure 
over income was much as £1,570. He could quite understand that this 


He was very sorry to see that the council, in ir jad t, still 
continued to saddle the unfortunate Articled Clerks’ Fund with so unjust 
and so large a part of the expenditure of the society. It was again debited 
with the unreasonable sum of £2,700 as the articled clerks’ share of the 
nominal rent; and in fact he noticed that, whilst the receipts 
students and the number of students who had presented themsel 
examination had decreased, the council had increased the charges 
against them. Again, he saw that there was as much as £3,000 charged 
against them for “ salaries to officers, clerks and servants, pensions, and 
special grants.”” Then in the accounts there was the item, ‘‘ Entertainments 
after each examination and council luncheons for the year, £816 3s, 5d.” 
He made these criticisms in the most friendly way, in the hope that attention 
would be paid to the matter in the future, also because they were all 
anxious that the balance should be on the right side. Then there was the 
item, ‘‘ House expenses, £551 13s. 2d." He did not know whether he might 
take it that that item included banquets given by the council. 

The Secretary: No. 

Mr. Foro said that in that case he was unable to discover in which item it 
was to be found. He should be very glad to know, and also how the 
£551 13s. 2d. was made up. In regard to the students’ side of the case, 
although the society had received as large an amount as £7,523 3s. for their 
fees which were to be applied in a specific way under the Act of Parliamen’ 
dealing with the subject, in their Ear secs Ne council had 
way of encouragement to the students the munificent sum of £144 11s. 
prizes. He did ttink that, looking at the way in which the bar treated thei 
students, offering them scholarships and exhibitions, and seeing 
revenue that came to the society from the students, a little more 
ought to have been expended on this account. He would only say 
clusion that he felt some anxiety in regard to the financial condition 
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corporation. 

The Prestpent said that Mr. Pennington, the chairman of the Finance 
Committee, would reply to Mr. Ford's remarks, if necessary, but he (the 
President) thought he could answer most of Mr. Ford’s queries. The item 
“ entertainment after each examination and council luncheons for the b 
£816 13s, a included ae and dinners, i the 
council bad the opportunity of entertaining many distingui people 
at the examination Ps seg he thought the melody of those present would 
be of opinion that they had not been very extra With to the 
“ house expenses, £55] 13s. 2d,” he could not give bat Mr. 
would do so if necessary, or Mr. Ford could see the books for hi 
self at any time. With regard to the articled clerks, he felt very much as 
Mr. Ford did. He wished much iadeed that the council could allocate 
more money to the articled clerks, or charge them, with honesty to the 
society, with less money. But the council had had a committee sitting who 
had gone very carefully and fally into the matter during his term of 


office, and representatives from the artic 
with the council. The council had considered most fully all 

before them, and the council had — the matter fully to 
especially to a very able member of thei ; 
the council had satisfied them that they 
could do in the nt circumstances, and wit 
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had = fonds he oo ee net he wt Oemt certainly would do 
had the funds at the dis the Inus y 

great deal more than anes ible under present nde Ang 

Mr, Forp asked for further information as to the “ household expenses.” 
Mr. Rrowarp he egy ot ( 4 a 
very large one. It included washing 

servants with their liveries, payment of and all incidental 

of that kind which wore callested =e ede one Quang of tne Page 
under “house expenses.” He did to 

Mr. Ford any further information. If Mr. Ford wished for more details he 
thought the most convenient courre would be that he should examine the 
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Mr. Forp asked whether he was to understand that the item included gas? 
Mr. Pznnrroton: Yes, and coals, 

Mr. Forp asked whether it included the gas and coals used by the club? 
Mr. Penninaton : No. 

Mr. Forp asked if it was the same meter ? 

Mr. Pennincton: No. 

The Prestpent said he regretted extremely that there should be a balance 
on the wrong side of the account, and he had some hope that this would be 
removed by the assistance given by country members in the shape of an 
increased subscription. 

The accounts were adopted. 


Annvat Revort—Leocat Epvucation—Avpience or Soxic:tors. 

The Presipent moved the adoption of the annual report. 

The Vice-President (Mr. Hunter, London) seconded the motion. 

Mr. Forp said he had ventured in former years, perhaps most imprudently, 
perhaps most unjustly, to censure the council in regard to the conduct of the 
affairs of the society, but he felt that if there was any blame it was attachable 
rather to the members of the society, who took little or no interest in the 
society’s affairs, than to the council, who did perhaps the best they could in 
difficult circumstances. They were confronted in this repcrt with a serious 
state of things. The income was falling off, and the society was getting 
new members, who in the country paid a subscription so nominal that it was 
hardly worth having. If the council called upon them to pay a reasonable 
subscription, as was suggested, would they continue to subscribe, and would 
the effect be that the income would fall off more than ever? The position 
‘was somewhat embarrassing. He looked in vain in the report for any refer- 
ence to legal education. In their report last year the council had dealt very 
fully with that very important subject. He did not think the society had 
any more important subject to consider than that of legal education. Last 
year the council had adopted a new scheme. He had taken the liberty of 
adversely criticising that scheme, and had gone so far as to say that they 
could not expect, merely with the assistance of the Postmaster-(ieneral in 
sending questions to students, to bring about a proper system of legal educa- 
tion. However, the new system was launched, and the council in their 

were absolutely silent as to the result of this wonderful new scheme. 

Subject to anything the council might say, they might reasonably fear that 

= new scheme had turned out what many thought it would be, a disastrous 
ure. 

Mr. Pewntxeton: Oh, no. 

Mr. Forn said the council told the members nothing about it, but they got 
a slight inkling of the state of affairs by a reference to the financial aspect of 
the matter. The council +tated, in introducing the new scheme, that there 
was a serious falling off in the attendance at the lectures. It had come down 
to the society receiving only £530 from the students for the system of legal 
education. But this wonderful new magnificent scheme resulted in the 
munificent sum of £507 3s. 0d. being received from the students. This was 
a serious state of things, and he felt quite satisfied that the time was coming 
when the £7,000 the society received from the students would be handed over 
to the London University or to some other university, which would be left to 
furnish a proper system of legal education. He should very much like to see 
the long vacation got rid of, but he supposed there was no hope for it whilst 
all that was done was to nibble at it in a very unsatisfactory way. The 
question of the appearance in local courts of justice of the managing clerks 
of solicitors was referred to in the report. It was a subject of very great 
— But with regard to the case referred to in the report, that of 
“ Queen against His Honour Judge Snagge, ez parte the Incorporated 
Law Society,” he did not think the council had taken quite the right course 
in the matter. It ought not to be enough that a qualified solicitor, who was 

ing clerk to another solicitor, should be allowed to appear as an advocate 
for a client to that solicitor. He hoped the council would go further, and 
would feel that the time had come when the monopoly of the Bar should not 
continue to the extent it does in the county courts, by the practice by which 
one solicitor in the country was prevented from instructing another. Surely 
if a solicitor was in large practice, and was not in the habit of appearing as 
an advocate, and knew in his town an able and qualified man who did so, he 
ought to be at liberty to instruct him. 
indacement to irregularitics, in the sense that one solicitor might be tempted 
to make some arrangement with the other, which might not be entirely above 
board. He hoped the council would go a little further, and see if they cou'd 
not get rid altogether of that unjust restriction. Every member must know 
that there were 7 parts of the country where it was quite impossible to 
get a member of the bar—at all capable at all events—to attend in the county 
court. 


The Parsipext hoped he might say on behalf of the council that they 
would certainly bear in mind what Mr. Ford had said about the audience of 
solicitors, and the council very much hoped that the Lord Chancellor would 
allow solicitors to instruct their own ing clerks who were qualified as 
solicitors to go into court. Whether they would get this extended to one 
solicitor instructing another was another matter. He thought the Bar would 
be very jealous of such an innovation. 


Extension or Hatt axp Orrices. Recusrey. 

Mr. F. BR. Paxxex (London) referred to the answer he had received at the 
annual ing last year from the then president with regard to the plans for 
the new - He believed they were within three years of the time 
when the leases of the society's Pas adjoining would fall in. He had 
spoken st the last annual meeting of the crowded state of the hall and offices, 
and of the great want of accommodation in almost every part of the building. 
The a by the then i was that the plans as soon as settle4 
would be bited in the He (Mr. Parker) thought there was no 
farther time to lose, and they ought to get on with the matter. He also 
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wished to refer to the registry. He asked whether the president could give | if members wished to know their views, they “ thought the following gentle- 


him any information with regard to a not unimportant memorial which had 
been sent in to the council last November, and which was signed by forty-four 


of the members of the society. He saw no notice of it in the report, or of the 
subject to which it referred. He had had a long and very courteous corre- 
spondence with the secretary, who had pointed out that the time had not yet 
come to deal with the matter. One point of the memorial was that the 
registry was a very important feature which the signatories desired should be 
kept up. It was believed that the loss in that respect which was recorded in 
the report was capable of improvement, and there was one matter in regard 
to which they felt very keenly, which was that it was not right to tax clerks 
for the entry of names on the register. 

The Present said, with reference to the plans for extending the society’s 
buildings, that a committee had been considering the matter in great detail, 
and they were in so forward a state that he was quite sure any member who 
wished to see them could do so, and would be able to understand them. 
They were not, however, in so advanced a state that they could be brought 
forward for the approval of the members, and this was chiefly on the ground 
of finance. With an adverse balance, the council naturally felt somewhat 
reluctant to involve the society in the great expense of extending the 
buildings to Carey-street. They would be delighted to do so. The library 
required additional room ; more room was badly wanted for the examinations 
of law students, At the same time, to carry out these works properly, and 
in a way which would be creditable to the society, must cost a very large 
sum. Without doubt the society would be able to borrow the money, still 
they would have to pay interest, and, he hoped, to set aside a sinking fund 
to repay it. Under all these circumstances, the council had decided—there 
being a little time to spare—to defer the matter for the present. ‘They were 
going to consult the country members, and see if they could get additional 
fands by reverting to the old subscription of £1 1s. instead of that at present 
paid; and in short, they were going to see whether they could not, by 
economy and otherwise, increase the funds so as to properly embark upon 
the undertaking. 

Mr. Forp observed that the club premises would be available for the use 
of the society by giving the club twelve months’ notice. 

The Presipent said, with reference to the registry, that the council were 
very anxious it should not be stifled; but what they had felt was that, 
under the new scheme, it should work out at least for an entire year before 
any change was made. The memorial Mr. Parker had referred to had been 
very carefully considered ; he did not know that it was usual to mention in 
the annual report every memorial that was laid before the council. 


Exections to tHE Councit. 

Mr. U. E. Marruews (Birmingham) asked if the council had determined, 
notwithstanding the arrangement which had been come to in 1874, that it 
was within their rights to nominate gentlemen to vacancies on their body. 

The Paestpent: Yes, sir. They have decided it. It is desirable that 
they should be at liberty to doso. May I mention, with reference to the 
matter, that the country law societies ‘not only nominate members, but also 
send out circulars, It is, as it seems to the council, very desirable that they 
should be at liberty to say that A, B, and C are, in their opinion, suitable 
persons for election. They do not propose to do anything more than merely 
put their names, if they are asked to do so, to nomination papers. 

Mr. Marruews said he did not know what was the practice in the country, 
but this was not the course that was pursued in Birmingham. He should 
like to point out that it appeared to work very harshly with regard to one of 
the candidates upon the present occasion. 

Mr. C. T. Saunpenrs (Birmingham), as one of the oldest country members 
of the council, said, that the resolution which had been arrived at by the 
council had not met with his approval or, he believed, with the approval of 
some other members. They considered that the course which had been 
followed for twenty years had proved itself to be so eminently successful that it 
was @ pity it should be disturbed. They had also felt that the alteration was 
likely to lead to the return of that much-to-be-lamented apathy with regard 
to the working of the socicty which he was old enough to remember existed 
to avery great extent before 1874, when the beneficial change, as he con- 
sidered it, was made, A mincrity of the council thought it was far better 
that there should be a chance of a person not perhaps of the very first 
position being added to the council board, though that had not at present 
taken place, than that there should be that to which he had referred, and 
which had led ia past years actually to the formation of another society, the 
Metropolitan ar Provincial Law Society, which was happily afterwards 
merged in the Incorporated Law Society. He and others had thought that 
it was very undesirable that there should be any chance of such a state of 
things happening again, but they had had to defer to the opinion of the 
majority, and they hoped it would not prove so injurious as they thought it 
was calculated to be. He could not help agreeing with Mr. Matthews that 
it had had perhaps the effect of placing one of the candidates in a somewhat 
less eee position than the other candidates, but he could not believe 
that it would ultimately work to his disadvantage. 

The Parsipgnt: I think it right and fair that the minority should express 
their opinion ; but I suppose we mast bow to the majority. It was very care- 
fully considered, and Mr, Saunders will bear me dut that he and his friends 
had the fullest opportunity of putting forward their views on several 


occasions. 

Mr. W. Metmora Watrens ( es thought there was a little miscdn- 
ception eg the matter. There been no breach of any arrangoment 
made in 1873. He had taken the trouble to look up the report of that meeting 
in 1873, A circular had been issued by the council, and the reason given 
was that another circular had previously been issued, dated from the Law 
Institution, which had a tendency to lead to the beliot that it was an inspired 
and official circular. To connteract that, the council sent out the circular to 
which he had referred, which said that they had nothiog to say beyond that, 
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men should be elected.’’ Attention was called to the circular at the 
m<cting, and the council distinctly said they had no intention to interfere 
with the elections, but nothing was said about the members of the council 
hiving given up their undoubted right to nominate candidates. When 
vhey joined the council they did not say they. gave up their 
rights as members. The view of the council for some years 
hid been that they should keep apart from the nominations altogether, 
but there had been great discontent in regard to the matter. Discontent 
had arisen outside the council, as the members were not able to get any 
information as to the views of the council, as to who were the best candidates 
and there had been discontent in the council who were themselves fottered 
by this self-denying ordinance. Why should he be deprived as a member of 
the society of his right to propose or second a candidate? He did not pledge 
the council. Of course, he took care he did not pro) @ man who was 
obnoxious to the council—that was a matter between him and the council. 
Most of the members of the council—Mr. Saunders was in a minority with 
one or two friends to support him—most of them felt that it was simply 
asking for that freedom which had never been taken from them, but had 
only been given up voluntarily. There had been no breach of any under- 
taking. No house list was issued by the council ; no house list was intended 
to be issued. 

Mr. Forp: Just as good. 

Mr. Watters said, that if people came to ask him who the council thought 
suitable to fill vacancies, he had no hesitation in giving an answer. One of 
the candidates on the present occasion was said to be placed ia an unfair 
position. He was pe sure any one of the council would be pleased to 
have him at their side on the council. But it was necessary to consider the 
position of the council, and what was needed in the different departments of 
the society’s work. There was first of all the great division—town and 
country. Then there were minor divisions—chancery, parliamentary, 
common law, special work. There were plenty of good men; the difficulty 
was where to choose. What was wanted was representatives of each branch, 
so that when any subject came up they might be able to secure the services of 
a man or men who were qualified to talk with some authority on the subject. 
There was one particular branch at present in which the council were very 
deficient. He would not go into details, but this was anillustration. But the 
members must understand that in selecting A, the council were not casting 
any slur upon B. And in some members of the council proposing A, it must 
not be considered that if the members thought differently there would be any 
hesitation whatever in sitting beside B at the board. e hoped this would 
be allowed to without any difficulty. He hoped the members would 
think that the interests of the council are the interests of the society. In 
effect, if they found that the council were not really attending to the work 
in the way they ought to do, any recommendation by the council, or by 
members of the council, would fall very flat indeed, But if they thought 
the council were attending to their interests in the best way possible, and 
that they were in the best position to find the materials to carry on the work 
in the best way, he hoped they would not prevent the council frem personally 
proposing candidates. If the council did not get proper men to carry on the 
work, the burden fell upon their own shoulders. They must have men who 
could work ; there was no good in having ornamental men. 

Mr. Forp: There are sume, though. 

Mr. Waters sai! that there had been ornamental men, he would admit, 
and the council were very anxious there should be no more ornamental men. 

Mr. Marruews said the remarks which had been made by Mr Walters 
had been very fair, temperate and reasonable ; but he did not think he had 
quite hit the point which had affected some of them a good deal. For the 
last twenty years no doubt there had been either an undertaking, or an un- 
among a law, that members of the council should not nominate upon their 
own . 

Mr. Waseena: That is just the point. 

Mr. Marruews said that if there had been no law on the subject, the 
members of the council had not nominated to vacancies on their own 


y. 
The Presmpent: They have occasionally. 
Mr. Marruews said he was told that when Mr. Fowler was eight 


or ten years ago he was nominated by members of the council, but when |, 


it was pointed out that there was a custom, which had been acted upon, 
that members of the council should not nominate to vacancies on their own 
body, the nomination was withdrawn and Mr. Fowler was nominated by 
members outside the council. He (Mr. Matthews) did not in the slightest 
degree object to members of the council nominating to fill vacancies. 
What he wanted to say was, that if the law, system, or habit which had 


grown up for twenty years had been altered the members ought to have | recogn 


had notice of it. There were three vacancies for which there were four 
candidates, and three of these gentlemen had been nominated by members 
of the council. He had every reason to believe that the fourth gentleman 
would have been nominated by members of the council if those who were 
willing to nominate had not themselves been bound by that unwritten law 
to which he had called attention. The result was one of the four 
candidates, all admirable and eligible men, was placed at a dis- 
advantage, the other three having the advan of being n by 
members of the council. The council were taking a step which had not 
been taken for twenty years. 

Mr. Forp said there was no argument in the observations of Mr. 
Walters. It was for Mr. Walters to shew a reason why the practice was 
for the good of the society, and if not to say £0. It was most unfortunate 
that, of all members of the council, one of these who was retiring at this 
meeting, and was asking for re-election, should get up and advocate this 
state of things. The best answer the members could make was to take a 
note of the fact and not vote for Mr. Walters. He hoped Mr, Walters 
ponld ive the meeting some more substantial argument than he had put 
orward, 





viking like « house list he have been thoroughly 

an a to it. 
But it did seem desirable teat ambess te the counity cach dieail 
know who were the candidates the council considered they were 
work with and do the best for the society. 

Mr. Forp: That is a house list. 

Mr. Humrrys asserted that it was not a house list in any sense of the 
word. It was within the rules that ten members of the council might 
nominate a candidate for a vacancy. In the country the members had no 
means of knowing who were the candidates best fitted for seats upon the 
council. T Herefordshire and some parts of Wales which he repre- 


sented, what the members there know of the fitness of candidates in 
Northumberland elsewhere. What had sprung lately was a very 
mischievous practice for certain individuals to canvass can- 
didates and to ask their friends to vote for them. They this under no 


abandoned, because it seemed to him more an indication of 
the views of the council and a means of conveying information which, in 
the country, was very much wanted. 
Mr. H. E. Grieste (London) said he fully indorsed Mr. Humfrys’ 
views. He were in a ion rather different from that 
verning the election of directors, which he had often heard the 
election to the council com) - He should be extremely sorry to see 
the time come when, even for the sake of getting the best and fittest men, 
the influence of the council should be allowed to become too 
But at the eame time he thought there were other evils which 


much worse. He thought that the syste 
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for any private members to venture on. He believed that the practice of 
the council to propose candidates would be the very best 
difficulty. 

Mr. _ ee Notice should have been given. 

Mr. Grissie did not Toy bed = Bae Be & 
face with one % gen some 
whom were proposed by members the council. Mr. 
Matthews said that three of these gentlemen were so and 
the fourth would have been every bit as gooda man. He ) 
did not remember who these four we 
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should choose by pre! the 
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Mr. J. Appison (London) said that one object Mr. Matthews had in 
view had been gained—and that was, that he should satisfy himself, and, 
he (Mr. Addison) hoped, everyone present, that no sort of slight had been 
intended towards Mr. Blyth. He hoped it would be understood that Mr. 
Blyth was as welcome a candidate as any could be to the council. There- 
fore, if it could be supposed that the want of notice had done him any 
harm, the expression of opinion he had received would amply obviate that 
want of netice. However much they might be divided as to the course 
the members of the council ought or ought not to take, there was one 
common interest before them all, the interest of the society. That was 
the only motive which actuated themall. Let him say what he thought the 
issue was. Were the members of the council or were they not, as repre- 
senting the members of the society, to give up the rights which he certainly 
considered he for one had when he joined the council, of taking an interest 
in the election of members to the council? He considered he had that 
right, but he must go beyond that. He considered that, as watching over 
the interests of the members, the council had to a certain extent a duty to 
perform, and that was to see, as far as they could, that fit men put them- 
selves forward in nomination as candidates for seats on the council of the 
society. That was what he wanted to know. He wished to be no party 
to anything underhand or to do anything that was not in full accordance 
with the desires of the members of the society. But he wanted to bring this 
out distinctly. Were the members of the council or were they not to take 
a in endeavouring to select good men to put themselves in nomination ? 

he council had no thought of dictating to the members. He had no kind 
of an idea when he was elected a member of the council that he was giving 
up any right as a member of the society. He did not believe that any 
gentleman elected on the council had any idea whatever that the council 
collectively should be deprived of the rights of any of the members. He 
thought that it was in the interest of the society that the members of the 
council should take part in the elections in inviting the men whom the 
society required to protect their interests to come forward as candidates. 
Unless these felt that they were invited to do so by a body which, 
to a certain extent, may be said to reflect the views of the soli- 
citor branch of the profession, they would not come forw=r! 
Take the case of their friend Mr. Fowler, who had been mentivacd. 
He doubted very much whether Mr. Fowler would have ever been 
nominated as a member of the council if he had not been invited 
to do so by the council. They had felt on the death of Mr. Gregory 
that they wanted somebody in the House of Commons to repre- 
sent the interest of the society, and so distinctly and emphatically 
they asked Mr. Fowler to allow himself to be put in nomination for a seat 
on the council. On several occasions when it had been thought some 
person would be of use to the society that person had been asked to 
allow himself to be put in nomination. There had been no sort of desire 
to force the candidate on the members. Were the council or were they 
not to take any part in endeavouring to bring before the society suitable 
candidates, and after having asked gentlemen to place themeelves in 
nomination, was there any harm in the members of the council telling the 
members of the society that these gentlemen were coming forward at the 
invitation certainly of the council? That was the simple proposition 
before the meeting. He personally had the very strongest opinion that 
that was one of the functions the council could exercise to the greatest 
advantage. By asking candidates to come forward they could secure for 
the members most desirable help. He would be no party to anything 
underband. He was not going to ask So-and-so to put himself in nomina- 
tion and then to let it be supposed that he was taking no part in the 
matter. He considered that the course the council were pursuing was 
pursved in almost every other public body. The Civil Engineers did it, 
the College of Surgeons, and in every other body of the kind persons were 
asked to allow themselves to be put in nomination for seats upon the 
council, and they were more or less indicated to the constituency as per- 
sons whom the council were desirous to see as members. The council 
were perfectly prepared to welcome any colleague who came to them, and 
to work most cordially with him, but he wanted to know for his own 

ce whether he was to take any part in the election. 

Mr. Forp said the meeting was very much indebted to a member of the 
council for being so straightforward in saying that these three gentlemen 
were nominated by invitation of the council. Yet when he had said it was 
a “‘ house list ’’ he had been told it was not. 

Mr. R. Cunurre (London) said he was one of those who had nominated 
Mr. Heelis. He would tell them why. The council had passed a resolu- 
tion that members of the council should be at liberty to nominate 
candidates. Mr. Cooper, of Manchester, from which town he (Mr. 
Cunliffe) came, was about to retire. Mr. Cooper had gone to Manchester 
with a knowledge of this resolution, and in the course of the next few 
days he (Mr. Cunliffe) was asked on behalf of the Manchester Law Society 
to nominate Mr. Heelis. Having understood from his colleagues on the 
council that Mr. Heelis would be an acceptable candidate he (Mr. 
Cunliffe) had consented to do so. Mr. Heelis had been two years on the 
council as an extraordinary member and he was found exceedingly useful. 
He had also joined in nominating Mr. Beale. The council wanted as a 
member a gentleman well acquainted with Parliamentary work, and that 
was the reason. The council had no desire to dictate to members, but he 
believed he might reasonably say that they hoped the members would 
= their nominations on behalf of the interests of the society. 

e report was then adopted. 
Law List. 

Mr. Tuomas Mans At had given notice of the following motion: ‘‘ That 
the ten guineas paid to the publishers of the Law List for prefixing an 
asterisk to the name of each member of this society be discontinued.”’ 

The Parstpent stated that Mr. Marshall had telegraphed that he was 
unable to attend the meeting, and therefore the motion would stand over. 





On the motion of Mr. Forp a vote of thanks to the President concluded 
the proceedings. 

It may be stated that the nominations of candidates who have not 
hitherto sat on the council to the four London vacancies are as follows 
(the names of members of the council are distinguished by an asterisk) :— 
Mr. James Samuel Beale (Beale, Marigold, & Co.), nominated by *Mr. 
Wm. Melmoth Walters, *Mr. Robt. Cunliffe, Mr. J. 8. Hargrove, and Mr. 
F. A. Currey ; Mr. Henry Attlee (Druces & Co.), nominated by *Sir Thos. 
Paine and *Mr. John Hollams; Mr. J. Curtis Leman (Leman, Groves, & 
Leman), nominated by *Mr. John Hunter, *Mr. W. Melmoth Walters, 
Mr. Frederick Willis Farrer, and Mr. Geo. Edgar Frere; Mr. Edmund 
Kell Blyth (Wilkins, Blyth, Dutton, & Hartley), nominated by Mr. Francis 
Ince, Mr. Allan Field, Mr. Thos. P. Cobb, Mr. J. Morris, Mr. George E. 
Lake, Mr. J. Brend Batten, Mr. C. E. Mathews, J.P., Mr. G. J. John3on, 
Mr. Ayerst Hooker, and Mr. Richard Dawes. 











GENERAL MEETING OF THE BAR. 
Tue adjourned general meeting of the bar was held on Saturday, the 14th 
inst., in the Inner Temple Hall. 

The Arrorngey-GeNERAL presided, and there was a large attendance. 

Sir R. Wessrex moved the adoption of the report. He said they would 
all be glad that the report was unanimous. It had been arrived at after 
many meetings by gentlemen who commanded the respect of the profes- 
sion, and represented all classes in the profession. ‘The proposed body 
was a consultative and not an executive body. If it had been otherwise 
difficulties might have arisen which might have caused great anxiety. 

Mr. CrackantuorreE, Q.C., seconded the motion. 

Sir H. James, Q.C., M.P., as chairman of the Bar Committee, expressed 
his satisfaction at the result which had been reached. The Bar Committee 
had always felt its situation to be a tentative one, and that its functions 
might usefully be enlarged. The movement of which this meeting was 
the outcome wasa great compliment to the Bar Committee. The new body 
would, like the old, be consultative only, without powers of discipline, but 
would be placed on a more representative basis than the Bar Committee. 

Dr. Freperick James Tomkins made some observations. 

Mr. Coorgr Wiis, Q.C., thought that a really representative body 
might be useful for some purposes. It was necessary that there should be 
such @ body to be in communication with the bench of judges, and when 
the latter from time to time framed new rules to be able to tell them what 
the bar really wanted. There were other things which the new council 
might do in the ordinary way. But he did not quite understand how 
there could be no powers of discipline of any kind or how the new body 
could be merely consultative when the yeport stated that part of the duties 
of the counci] would be ‘‘ the maintenance of the rights and privileges of 
the bar and the enforcement of professional discipline and custom.’’ How 
could action be taken unless there were some executive power? If such 
powers as the Bar Council were to have were only cousultative it would be 
just the same thing under another name as the Bar Committee, but instead 
of going to the profession for subscriptions it was proposed to get money 
from other sources. The bar consisted of about 4,000 men, and if it was 
not prepared to support this council to the extent of 10s. a year apiece it 
shewed that the profession did not care much about it. He doubted 
whether the benchers had power to delegate their functions or to make 
these proposed contributions to the council. 

Mr. Canaze asked whether there was any reason to believe that the 
masters of the bench were prepared to supply this money. 

The Cuarrman said that if a unanimous opinion of the bar of England 
were obtained it would have great weight with the benchers. 

The motion was unanimously agreed to. 

Mr. Marten, Q.C., said there were two things still to be done. First, 
to ask the Inns of Court to nominate members of the council; secondly, 
to ask them for the funds. Up to the present time the report had not 
been submitted to the benchers. It could not properly have been sub- 
mitted before it had been presented to the bar. He hoped the serious 
consideration of the benchers would be given to it. He therefore moved 
that the Attorney-General be requested to send a copy of the report and 
proposed regulations to the masters of the bench of each of the four Inns 
of Court on behalf of the bar; to apply to the masters of the bench of each 
inn to nominate four practising barristers to serve on the general council 
of the bar; and to submit to the masters of the bench the suggestions of 
the committee confirmed by this meeting, that they should provide the 
necessary funds for carrying on the work of the council. 

Mr. Crump, QC, seconded the resolution. He expressed his great 
satisfaction with the outcome of the movement and his sense of the 
magnanimity and freedom from preconception which had been mani- 
fested by this committee of fifteen. Those gentlemen were originally not 
of one opinion, but in their successive meetings they came unanimously to 
one conclusion. This was a good augury that the new representative body 
would work unitedly for the common interests of the profession. 

The resolution was passed unanimously. 

The Cuatrman said it was his duty, and would be his pleasure, to give 
effect to the resolution by obeying its terms. 

Mr. Conen, Q.C., moved, and Mr. Cozens-Harpvy, Q.C., M.P., 
seconded, a vote of thanks to the Attorney-General for presiding. 


The late Lord Coleridge was, says the Albany Law Journal, the only 
person who ever had the honour of sitting with the justices of the Supreme 
Court of the United States during an argument. 
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LEGAL NEWS. 
CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
DissoLvTion. 


Antuur Hussgy and Ricuarp Torrinc Bevgntey Arcuer ey, solicitors | 
(Hussey & Atcherley), 3, King-street, Cheapside, London. June 24. 
[ Gazette, July 13. 


GENERAL. 


Mr. Neville, Q.C., M.P., has brought in a Bill to amend the law relating 
to the costs allowed to mortgagees, and Mr. Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., M.P., a 
Bill to amend the Settled Land Act, 1882. 

The Court of Common Council have agreed to a report of their Officers’ 
and Clerks’ Committee raising the salary of Mr. Francis Roxburgh, 
assistant judge of the Lord Mayor's Court, from £1,200 to £1,500 a year, 
this amount to be the maximum emolument of the office. 


The Albany Law Journal eays that an Iowa judge has just rendered an 
unique decision. He has discharged a man and his wife, charged with 
copspiracy, on the ground that it takes two persons to make a conspiracy, 
and husband and wife areone. This decision should be brought to the 
attention of Mr. W. 8. Gilbert, who would undoubtedly find it useful for 
comic opera purpoees. 





COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. . 


Rora or Reoistrans 1x ATTENDANCE ON 








Aprrat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Date. No. 2. Carry. Norra. 
Bentey, Jety a ae 23 Mr Rolt Mr. Pemberton Mr. Pugh 
ON EP Ds I EE 24 Farmer Ward Beal 
Wainesday a 25 Rolt Pemberten Pugh 
Thereday ..000 000000000 26 Farmer Wa 
Friday ...++... 27 Rolt Pugh 
BABNGRY ..cccescecsescscccse000s 28 Farmer Ward Beal 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice >. Justice 
Striauina. KEKEWICH. Romer. 
Monday, we Mr. Goto Mr. Clowes Mr. Lavie 
Tuesday .. ‘ Leach Jackson Carrington 
Wedne sday .. 25 Godfrey Clowes Lavie 
Thursday ......... 5 Leach Jackson Carri 
Friday ......... +27 Godfrey Clowes Lavie 
Hatarday ......cocscccrrrerscoee 28 Leach Jackson 





BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 
BIRTHS. 


Bescu.- Paty on ty 63, Broadhurst-gardens, the wife of John G. Q. Besch, barrister-at- 
law, of a daughte: 
Buxey.—July 18, at Melfort, Weybridge, the wife of W. A. Bilney, solicitor, of a 
daughter. 
Courtox-SuitH.—July 16, at Hampton Court, the wife of William C. Compton-Smith, 
barrister-at-law, of a son. 
DEATH. 


Srzars.—July 11, at Kirkcaldy, William Roy Spears, solicitor and town clerk of Kiik- 
ealdy. 





Wanrnina TO tnrenpixe House Purcaasens & Leseres.—Before purchasing or renting 
a house have the ae! grrangements ae examined by an Cog 5 from The 
Sanitary Engineering & Ventilation Co., 65, next the Meteotologtoal Office, Victoria-st., 
Westminster (Estab. 1875), who also undertake the Ventilation of Offices, &c. -[ Apvrt.] 


WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Faivay, July 13. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limrrep 1x Caancery. 

Maxcerren Granite Co, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before Sept 1, to send 
their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to John Haymes, 
Croft rd, Coventry. Browetts, Coventry, solors for liquidator 

Rice Hamitroy Exptoration Synpicats, Linirep—Petn for windiog up bay aap July 
10, directed to be heard on July 25. Walls & Co, 27, Old Jewry, 

Notice of appearing must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 0° lock is in the after- 


noon of July 24 
County Pavatine or Lancastes. 
Limtreo iy CHancery. 

Fustianx Curtine Macniye Co, Linten—Petn fer ruins up, foe esented July 11, directed 
to be heard at Assize Courts, Strangeways, Manchester, on ee, July 23," at 10.30. 
Blair, 5, St James’s sq, Manchester, solor for petaer. Notice of appearing must reach 
the abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of July 21 

FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
Arias Lopor, Inperenpent Davivs Fasnxviy Sooty, Falstaff Inn, Wicker, Sheftield. 
1 


July 
Ae Opps Society, Coach and Horees Tavern, Snow hill, Birmingham. June 30 


London Gazette,—Tuxspay, July 17. 
‘ JOIN? STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limrrep iv CHANCERY. 


Iuresiat Proverry Ixvestuxnt Co, Liwrrep—Petn for winding up, presented July 17, 
directed to be heard on July 25. Edwards & Son, 67, Moorgate st, solors for petners. 
Notice of ape’ aring must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in the after- 
noon of July 2 


ee Segoeuane etme and aden, Lixrrep—OCreditors are sousteatly « on or before 
or orale, to, Alexander Matheson 81, Combest i Willian rs 


tae Investment Co, Luatep—Peta directed to 
be heard on July 25. lore Aten meetaee petners. 
ped OO, smut sath the cbvvenmash wit later Gan 6 Oded is ie ee 
| Merroro. ak , = Rayos Co, Liaurrep— ted July 14, 
directed to be heard on July 25. Wynne & Oa, 8, Now Tineliet> iam, exheneder 
petners. Notice of a must reach the later than 6 o’clock ia 
the afternoon of July 
News axp Boox Co-orgrative Soqury, Tams Louutrep—Petn for mim rere ins 
3, , directed to be heard on Wednesday, July 25. Wariner & Warriner & st, solors 
for petner. Notice of ae 6 o'clock im 
e the 4 of oh A tos ea 3 
URREY Macuninist irep—Petn winding presented June 29, directed to 
heard on July 25. Powell well & Rages, 17, Rosen ot Siuad, oclare or petners. Netine of 
prem must the abovenamed not inter than 6 e'deck ia the afternoon of 
Torrenuam Lacer Beer Brewery ap Ice Peqveee, Lamtren—Petn for winding 
gametes oes ys, Sonee © be heard on July 25. Goldberg & Co, 2 and 8, Wee 
nebury circus, solors for Notice Otise of 1 ed mi 


not later than 6 o’clock in afternoon of July 24 

Voie age Aération Co, ie PP for winding u; July 11, Geosted te to be 
July 25. Tazlor, 68 and 64, New Broad * solor for petners. 

appearing must reach the not later than 6 o’clock in the 


FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
Expersy Co-orrratives Boor anp Snos Maxvuracruaixe Society, Listen, West st, 
Enderby, Leicester. July 7 
Farra Lover, Independent Gutte of "a Fellows, Manchester Unity, Grey Mare Inn, 
Regent st, Haslingden, 
Pam, poanneees Broruess pone Painine, North Pole Inn, 52, St. Mary st, Woolwich. 


y 
Sons or Tom Bexerit Society, Seaton Colliery Inn, New Seaham, Durham. 
Wootwicn axp Prumsrean Murvat Co-operative Socigty, Lititep, 71, ‘pioomhaaa rd, 
Plumstead. July 7 


4 


CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or Cram, 
London Gazette.—Fuiway, June 22. 
Couz, Journ, Evesham, Worcs, Seedsman Octi1 Workman vy Cole, North, J Garrard, 


Tons, Bowes, Leicester, Innkeeper July 23 Turner vy Turner, North,J Harding, 
iter 


London Gaszette.—Tuxepay, June 25. 
Dawems, Haxxixtrs, Eastbourne Oct1 Barber v Dawson, North,J Toogood, New 


Waker, Wittiam Derixa Romney Marsh, Kent, Farmer July 26 Pomfret vy Walker, 
Chitty, J Bannon. New Romney , ’ : 


London Gaszette.—Fuipay, June 29. 
Pooiz, Witiiau, Preston, Lancs, Provision Merchant July 28 Seddon v Antrobus, 
Registrar, Manchester Preston, Manchester 


ar, 





London Gazette.—Tunrspay, July 3 
Asan 4 4aseme, Thornton Curtis, Farmer Aug 6 Stephenson & Mountain, Gt 
y 
Buackvey, Joun, Kentish Town, Gent July 30 Goldring & Bell, Gt Tower st 
Brows, Wixu14M, Pendleton, Cattle Dealer Augil Bowden & Widdowson, Manchester 
Caswaneum, Tuomas Epowaarp, City rd Aug 10 Hores & Pattieson, Lincoln's inn: 


Cuaytoy, Joun Creroaux, Bridge House Croft, Gent Aug i3 Robinson, Darlington 
Crarke, Jon, Kidderminster Aug7 Talbot, Kidderminster 
CLose, Jouy Wana, Bournemouth, Wesleyan Minister July 23 Trevanim & Co, 


Cosoy, Jenn, Sothiagaten, Gent Aug 1 Candy & Candy, Southampton 

Copz.anp, Wi1Lu1Au, Flixton, Suffolk, Excise Officer July 31 Haricup & Son, Bungay 
Crowrusr, Taoxas, Holbeck, Mason July 31 Scott, Leeds 

Daniet, Jous, Erdington, Gent Augi Coleman & Co, Birmingham 

Dyer, Rev Rosgat, Bournemouth July 2i J & W H Druitt, Bournemouth 

Extiort, Sir Geones, Portland pl, Bart Aug4 Norton & Co, Old Broad st 

Evans, Louisa, Hastings Augl0 Meadows & Co, Hastings 

Fisuen, Joux, Liverpool, Leather Dealer Aug1 Snowball & Co, Liverpool 

Fviercuer, Geonce Howarp, Sheffield, Pawnbroker Aug4 Bennett, Sheflield 
Hanorgaves, Exizanern, Leek, Staffs Sept 1 Hacker & Allen, Leek 

Hasnris, Wittiam, Walsall, Licensed Victualler July 31 Loxton & Newman, Walsall 
Hastuvck, Dayiet Sivvey, Olton, Gent Augi7 Pointon, Birmingham 

Heavey, Evizaseta Wuairt:nostaut, Harpenden AugS Sedgwick & Co, Watford 
Joxes, Joux Atpert, Fulham,Gent July30 Taylor & Taylor, New Broad st 

Jones, Many, Battersea Aug 7 Lawton & Co, Eye 

Jones, Ricnagp, Wallasey, Gent Aug 1 Newman & Kent, Liverpool 

Leppury, Exi.y, Stourbridge July i7 Wyadham, Stourbridg: 

Moreans, Resscoa, Cemines July 25 Rowlands, Machynileth 

Muyxvey, Exiza Avy, Vennyfach July 31 Thomas, Brecon 

Osweit, Wittiam Basxett, Rayton, Farmer Augi Jackson, Oswestry 

Parkiss, Heyry Wi.11am, Eton, Boat Builder Aug 1 Long & Co, Windsor 
Ricuarps, Epwarp, Brixton, Esq July 30 Withal & Co, Westminster 

Ricuarps, Haaniet, Manchester, Widow July 16 Crofton & Craven, Manchester 
Reopues, Baseane Mosss, Croydon, Wine Merchant Aug 13 Matthews, Lincoln's 
Rovnemtis JoxaTHay, Nottingham, Gent Aug 3 Leach & Son, Manchester 

Surru, Carotins, Dalston Aug6é Hughes & Sons, Covent Garden 

Sroxx, Tuomas Mappex, Wimbledon, Esq Aug3 Wilde & Co, College hill 

Syxes, Lawagnce, Manchester, Solicitor Aug? Lawrence Sykes & Co, Manchester 





Tayior, Lerrria Exizavets, Cheltenham Augil Farrar & Co, Lincoln's inn fields 
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Tasosatv, Joun Peres, Furnival’s inn, Solicitor Augi Theobald, Furnival's inn 
Tuomas Eves, Oswestry Augzg20 Lonqueville & Co, Oswestry 
Tipcer, Avxwiz, Hatfield Broad Oak Augii Biker & Thorneycroft, Bishop's Stortford 
Water, Exvizapern, Portsea Aug5 Bolitho, Portsea 
Wisn, Asse, Canonbury July 30 Nash & Co, Queen st 
London Gazetie.—Frivay, July 6. 
Azsery, Sazan, Clapton Aug 3 Keeping & Gloag, Lombard s 
Arxixsox, Wii11ayN Ios, Bowes, York, Gent July iif Heelis, Appleby 








Baker, Axwiz Manta, Liverpool, Spinster Augi Brown, North Shield 

Barnatcuet, Tuomas, Plymouth Sept 29 Wilson & Loye, PI lymouth 

Buaxeter, Hexny, Wakefield, Farmer Aug 31 Mander & Co, Wakefield 

Basovess pe Biaguiers, Rt Hon Axyxa Mania, South Kensington Aug i Routh & Co, 
Bloomsbury ; 

Bors, Hexry, Walsall, Gent Aug7 Johnson & ( 


Cuattox, Taomas, Hoole, Gent AugiS Bridgman & Co, Chester 

Cow , Ricuanp, Tynemouth July 31 Brewster, Middlesborough 

Dayxs, Bexsamix, Dudley, Publican Augi10 Warmington & Thompson, Dudley 
Deaxis, Geonce Hexey, Davenham, Gent Augii Norton & Seddon Smith, Liverpool 
Dopp, Jacos, Birmingham, Screw Manufacturer Aug3 Pointon, Birmingham 


»), Birmingham 


Expeiveer, Mary, Clapham Sept1 Saxton & Morgan, Portman sq 

Goven, Avzxaxoer Cremext Foster, Wolverhampton, Colonel Aug 10 Colebourn 
& Co, Wolverh ee n 

Gaast, Wittian, Pimlic ane 1 Gibson & Co, Lincoln's inn fields 

Graeex, Cuar.orre, Southstoke, Widow Aug6é Simmons & Co, Bath 

Hasymuer, Wii114m, Regent st, Esg Aug4 Longbourne & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 


Hazes, Mary Axs, Leighton Buzzard, Spinster Aug 7 Newton & Co, Leighton 


uzzard : ; 
Hargis, Witizam, Walsall, Licensed Victualler July 31 Loxton & Newman, Walsall 


Hexzserr, Acxes Eceason, Mardy Farm, Mon, Widow Sept6 Bythway & Son, Ponty- 


Hicemax, Tuomas, Wolverhampton, Timber Merchant Auz 11 Colebourne & Co, 
Wolverhampton 
Hitimas, Sanan, Brighton 


Jesxixs, Louisa, Birmingham Augi Howlett, Birmingham 
Lowra, Exitia Lovisa, Harestock, Winchester gi Bowker & Son, Winchester 


Magtrs, Wittiam Marsuatt, Whitemoor St Stephens, Draper July 31 Carlyon & 
Stephens, St Austell 
Nayoz, Josers Utysses, Anerley, Gent Aug4 King & Co, Queen Victoria st 


Nerwit, Gastow Pizzas Fs s, Liege, Equestrian Aug7 Selim, Mincing lane 
Srasrorp, Vexz Bexer, § 
Srices, Wittiam, Dalston Aug 11 Breese & Suggett, Aldersgate st 
Scrrasy, Hagziet Ass, Putney Septi1 Druces & Attlee, Billiter s 


Aug6é Kearsey & Co, Old Jewry 











yuth Kensington Auz5 Martyn & Martyn, Ne 


w Bridge st 


Sceruce, Jous, Birmingham, Warehouseman Augi1 Reece & Harris, Birmingham 


Towser, Caazites Warsox, Falbourne Manor, Esq Aug 13 Young & Co, Essex st 

Vaveuas Heoues, Ecitzasera Jaye, Hemel Hempstead Aug 1 Stoneham & Son, 
Fenchurch « 

Waxeriziyp, Hessy Wittiau, Handsworth, Minister July 25 Isaac & ( Birmingham 


Watprox, Anna Masta, Upper Tooting Augi4 Layton & Co, Budge row 


Watter, Georce, Greenhithe Augi Stoneham & Son, Fenchurch st 
Wicock, Wititam Butrerrietp Neart, 8t Leonards Aug 1 Wiody bank & Co, Buck- 
lersbury 


Witp, Cuarces, Cherhill, Grocer Augi5 Gough, Calne, Wilts 

Wittert, Eouuxp Austes, Whitwell, Iof W, Esq Augil Bailey, Newport, I of W 
London Gazette.—Tvuespay, July 10. 

Arkixs, Wituiam Tuomas, Boscombs Augi7 Trevanion & Co, Bournemouth 

Burt, Georce, Swanage, Esq Sept 4 Freeman, Westminster 

Cuavkiiy, Fraxcis, Tonbridge, Brickmaker Sept5 Palmer & Wardley, Toabridze 

Cuitcorr, James, Kingston on Thames, Tailor Aug10 Wilkinsoa & C», Covent 

Coorer, Mary Ayys, Burslem Aug3 Julian, Burslem 

Dasien, Joux Hayyes, South Molton st Aug20 Laundy & Co, Strand 

Donia, Harner Louisa, Goldhawk rd Aug7 Ravenscroft & Co, Bedford row 

Fisuer, Marcaret, Liverpool July 31 Gibbons & Arkle, Liverpool 

Garver, Samvuec Simpxix, Ashley, Farmer Aug 3l Peed, Cambridze 

Goop, Tuomas, Kirtley, Chemist Aug7 Reeve & Mayhew, Lowestoft 

Grauan, Geonce, Kirklington, Yeoman Aug3l F & Keighley J Hough, Canlisle 

Gatrritus, James Jones, Buildwas, Farmer Augi6é Carrane, Welliagton 

Bench walk, Barrister at Law Augi10 Merriman & Whit:, 


girdea 


Guaec.rron, Georce, King's 
King’s Bench walk 
Heasey, Ciarnence Cannine, Chiswick Augi13 Brockman, Folkestone 


Hiscuuirre, James, Bradford, Traveller July23 Farrar, Bradford 
Hoxres, Josera, Manchester, Cigar Manufacturer Augi10 Field, Manc 
Inxs, Davin, Chislehurst, Builder Aug 8 Simpson & Co, Southwark 
Isaac, Frances, Lakenham Augi7 Hatch, Norwich 

La Taose Batemay, Anse, Moor pk Aug 31 Tallent Bateman, Manchester 
Scarborough, Gent Aug 25 Turnbull & Co, Scarborough 

Busk & Meller 


Lavautoy, Fraxcis, 


Le Breetoy, Eowarp Heuery, Torquay, Lieutenant Colonel Sept 1 
Lincoln’s inn fields 


Mansetteu, Rosert, Lancaster; Janz Mansencu, Toxteth Park; Cuanues Mayseran, 
Kirkby Lonsdale; and Frayk Mansencu, Camada Aug 14 North & Co, Liver- 
p ol 


Mow«s, Ricuarp, Radcliffe, Wine Merchant Aug7 Clayton & Horsfield, Radcliffe 
Peacney, Watter Hary 
PickerscitL, Emma, Leeds, Spinster Augi1 Lupton & Fawcett, Leed: 


ey, Lower Clapton Augil Gunnell, London Brid 


Picxstrone, Jouy, Altrincham, Gent Aug7 Hankinson & Son, Manc‘iester 

Pratrax, Witti1an, Bristol, Gent Aug 30 Press & Inskip, Bristol 

Rav.iey, Susayyau, Leyton Augi10 Harries, Coleman st 

Rozinson, Jous, Leeds Aug’ Scott, Leeds 

toGens, Many Aws, Bridgnorth Aug1S Cooper & Haslewood, Bridgnorth 
Sausvers, Evwarp, Brighton, Gent Aug 21 Howlett & Clarke, Brighton 
Suvrti.ewortu, Jous, Withington, Lancaster Aug 23 Diggles & Ogden, Mancheste> 
Tixpaut, Jons, Salmonby, Lincoln,Gent Aug 25 Turnbull & Co, Scarborough 
We ts, James, Peterborough, Cooper Augit Percival & Son, Peterborough 





BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. Juses, Tuomas Witttam, 


Pontypridd Pet June 26 
2 











Navigation, Glam, Draper | Tae following amended notice is substituted for that 


Ord July 10 published in the London Gazette of the 19th June :— 














London Gazette.—Fuipay, July 13 Keesuaw, Hexry, Rochdale, Grocer Rochdale Pet July | Mopuis, Canotine Anne, Tottenham Edmonton Pet 
RECEIVING ORDERS , ) mong , : - May 25 Ord June 13 
o ange . AKER, Sas I eve t, Bootmake rmoutt e — - ITTY 
Asusrzoxc, Tuomas Wittise, Carlisle Carlisle Pet Jun a= 1 yoda FIRST MEETINGS. 
ss Ove July a , ” eo Lv Eowakp, Bristol, Baker Bristol Pet July 9 Ord | Back, Watrer, Bayswater, late Licensed Vic‘uiler July 
ATEISS0%, APTA s Eowsnvs Hammersmith High Court July 9 20 at 11 Bankruptey bldgs, Carey st ‘ 

Stans = ag een wi ei) ae Me t, Pease Ast ivr, Manchester, China Dealer Man-| Beatriz, Avexanpen Litre Cuarurox, Newcastle on 
——- Bes , ice, Bi vmsbury, Widow High Court Pet heater Pet Ju ly 1 » Ord July 10 Tyne, Auctioneer July 20 at 4.30 Three Tuns Hotel, 
B erent J —# oo i. ar ee Mokrse, Feax« As yer, Bayswater, Gent High Court Durham ; 

we  Ceddhent ope tery : Ra et. Liacton on Sea, Etationer Pet June 20 Ord July 11 Beit, Cuauces Eanes, Boulogne, Mining Engineer July 
B ~ F oo Pe ee , M »G Wrxpuam Gi yucester crant, Surgeon High 24at11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
aoa - endor Dewsbury Court Pet June 21 1 July 1 Brexsteix, Geonae, 28, Budge row, Merchant July 20 at 
Nica I q o, Butcher Tr ~t July 9 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
aD 4 has Ord J } Truro, Bu ’ = : a Birvex, Acrrep, Forest gate, P O Sorter July 2) at 2 
; ee — ‘ se Bankruptcy bldga, Carey st 
Dasnsiay Pett | Y 5, LAOS ASD, COU h Shields, Innkeeper Newcastle  powyxs, Joux, South Moulton, Butcher July 21 at 2.39 
‘ P - Tr we I Ju y9 Ord July : - , . Blackford & Son, South Molton, Devon 
a Merchant Osos, Peren, Leeds, Joiner Leeds Pet July11 Ord Bowpex, Samvue., Salford, Way Dealer July 20 at 3.39 
, @ — . Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 
Hall Manager Ps ' Samvet, Bath, Baker Bath Pet Julyl0 Ord | poyscurey, Cuantes Evwanp, Leeds, Dripping Manufae 
bee ae oe , turer July 23 at 11 Off Rec, 3!, Manor row 
erhar Leicester, Fishmonger Leicester Pet Bradford y selaeate , 
. oe , , 4 
. “7 - s Buicas, Witttam, Hunsworth, Yorks, Agent July 23 at 12 
tet, ou A Insurar Avent Pa », Pinner, Stockbroker St Albans Pet June . Off Ree, 31, Manor row, Bradford 
High Crart Pet Mayi Ord July 10 ; ; , i y Ps ? - , | Cueneixatros, Wittiam Anriony, Albrighton, Balop, 
ey, Dee pinie- | meee Svathwick, Grocer Sunderland Pet Farmer July 2) at2.45 Off Rec, Wolverhampton 
To oe p uy 19 ‘ : : Cuanke, Hannay Biswov, Tredegar, Outfitter July 20 af 2 
Bir ut } ny M 1 m , He nley, Chemist Readiog Off Bec, 65, High st, Merthyr Tydtil 
Pe June25 OrdSaly7 == Davipsos, Guoncy LO, Pall Mall July 24.at 2.30 Banke 
Erave. Hever y-k Birm- | son, Wittianu Rooen, Salford, Coal Merchant Sal- ruptey bldgs, Carey st 

sree out Seby : 'P tApril 24 Ord July Ad P Davies, Many, Swansea, Tailoress July 20at12 Off Ree, 
Pirzeatex ) y el Pt July 4 (FEOROK, Hereford, Shoe Dealer Hereforl Pet 31, Alexandra rd, Swansea 

” Ord uly . : July 1 Ord July 10 Evans, Hanoine, Swansea, Butcher July 23at12 Off Res, 
(yeesiasv, Be I ; I emacut, Ex.eanon Mat Pimlico, Widow High 41, Alexandra rd, Swansea 

9 Ost Saby 9 - court Pet May 19 Ord Jul ly 5 Firzvaruicx, Dasien, Leeds, Kogineer July 23 at11 OF 
Gaerres, Aiwia BRacuer, Hastings, Syinster Hasting Usev ra, Jou Stockport Salford Pet July 9 Ord tec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

Pt Juss Ond July 9 vy 4 , Garuaaitu, AncuaLy, Barrow in Furness, Coppersmta 
G FEES, Everer Haz Swanses, Ghiprwner Swansea auKA P; Exeter, Builder Exeter Pet June July 20 at 11 Off Ree, 16, Cornwallis st, Barrow is 

Pa swdyit OrdJuly 11 zi Onrddaly 9 Furness 
Harzis. Twmee Peete Beerhouse Keeper Pretim Pet W Hesny, Teigninouth, Licensed Victualler Exe- | Hatt, Lawaence Anwruun, Portland pl July 24 at @ 

vay Ts Cee oaty 15 ‘ , : ter Petduly7 Ord July7 ay re ay bt Ags, Carey at 
Bast, Mocuss . Seo Tdtenham, LicnwA Vitusller Wa nav, Hesny, Upper wt, Licensed Victualler High | Haut, Liuxes, Temple, Barrister at Law July 20 at 2 

Viw nn mt Say Court VetJuly 0 Ord July 16 Jankrup ay bldge, Carey wt 
Bases, Se and rimon Cow i K sl, Cora Mer- ~Wurrecey, Many, iceds, Brush Manufacturer Leeds Mary AD, Wavens, Ashton Keynes, Innkeeper July ® 

= Mewial Ft Jane) ‘rd July 3 Pe July7 Ord July7 2 Henry ( fombs, Off Ke 1, 02, High #t, Bwiodue 
Hexmorsers, G1ece ee “ye Backlechass. Clerk is H ; W » A Nicene Abercarn, Gi t Newport, em. the Right Hon Fuatcm Pecuan Crawron, Pie sdilly 

Omters Nyews PA days Ord daly i Mm VAduiys Ordduly9 July 23 ati12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey wt 
Bow sere bee ar Ores erithyort lLiverpou I W iia gina, Leamington Spa, Schoomia- | Ho vYORTH, Kowsny Gonsary July 2iat2 Of Rec, ®@, 

Jaby , on tres Warwick Vetdaly i Ord July Ww Victoria wt, LAverpool 
lee, dooern ret OA, sss Deaiet (Seth j July Vy 5 We Chelinstind, Chemist Chelmstord Vet | Liovn, Jouw Hien, Cardiff, Coal Merchant July 26 at iu 

Oni Juiz} July 6 Ord July 6 og | 2), ison w’, ¢ if 
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Masor, James, ng al July 21 at 2 
Blackford & Son, th oulton, Devon 

Mevuvrst, THomas, Andover, Coal Merchant July 20 at 12 
Off Ree, Salisbury 

Mitcuert, Water, Manchester, Draper July 20 at 3 
Ogden’schmbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 

Moore, Marta, and Jane Moors, Southport, Lodging 
house Keepers July 26 at 11 Off Rec, 35, 35, Victoria st, 
Liverpool 

Muscrave, Ateert Ricsarp Gaprer, Kew, Teacher of 
Music F saad 23 at 11.30 24, Railway approach, Lon- 
don Bridge 

Mico, Rosert, Truro, Butcher July 21 at 11.30 Off 

Rec, Boscawen st, Truro 

iiactek: Joun, Tillingham, Farmer July 20 at 3 Off 
Rec, 95, Temple chmbrs, Temple avenue 

Puituips, Samugt Henry, and Josepa Bernarp Starter, 
Guildford, Grocers July 23 at 12 24, Railway ap- 
proach, London Bridge 

PouLTer, Freperick, glaracnvers, Cap Manufacturer 
July 23 at2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

SaunpERS, ALFRED WituiAM, Flamstead, Farmer July 21 
at12 Off Rec, 95, Temple chmbrs, Temple avenue 

* Turnrenny, W DT, Leyton, Button Agent July 20 at 12 

Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

WALDEGRAVE, Daxiet Burton, Swineshead, Licensed Vic- 
tualler July 25 pati2 Off "Ree, 48, High st, Boston 

Way, Ricuarp Tempe, St Helens, I of W, Miller July 21 
at4 19, Quay st, Newport, I of Ww 

Wi ey, Samvet, Helston, Confectioner July 21 at 12.30 
Off Rec, Boscawen st, Truro 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Acres, Toomas, Great Grimsby, Farmer Great Grimsby 
Pet June 27 Ord July 9 

Beckwith, Jane Avice Racuet, Clacton on —\ Fancy 
Stationer Colchester Pet July9 Ord July 

Bowpen, Jouy, South Molton, Butcher A Pet 
July 9 Ord Jul 

Bricas, WILLIAM, leith Agent Bradford Pet July 
6 Ord July 9 

Cross, Grorce James, Forest Hill, Gent Greenwich Pet 
April 24 Ord July 10 

Dennis, JOsErPnH, 7 Tailor High Court Pet 
April 2 Ord Ju 

Denton, JosePH * += a Bradbury, Daten, Y aae8 
layer Stockton on Tees Pet July7 Ord J 

Evans, Henry, Sutton Coldfield, Leather Warkec Bir- 
mingham ‘Pet July 10 Ord July 10 

Fitzpatrick, Daniet, Leeds, Engineer Leeds Pet July 
10 Ord July 10 

Guxyino, Ropert Harpina, Swansea, Shipowner Swansea 
Pet July 11 Ord July 11 

Haxt, Davin, Milk st, Hatter High Court Pet June 16 
Ord July 9 

Hxenperson, Samurt Ropon, Bucklesham, Ls in Holy 
Orders Ipswich Pet July7 Ord July 

Howorru, Epwarp Gornaut, Southport a Pet 
July 9 Ord wong, 

Huecertt, ALBERT, —_ on Sea, Plumber Hastings Pet 
May 18 Ord July 11 

Ixeie, JOsern, Sheffield, Game Dealer Sheffield Pet July 
9 Ord July 10 

KersHaw, aoe, * ame Grocer Rochdale Pet July 


t % Ord Jul n et 
ex, THOMAS ngo%, om ‘a bldgs High Court Pet 
reh 12 Ord Jul shige ws 

Sens, SAMUEL, Sorcment, Bootmaker Plymouth Pet 
July 10 Ord July 10 

Mason, James, Kingunympton, Butcher Barnstaple Pet 

July 7 Decl | 10 : rd, 
ASKELL, Harry Percy, Fulham Forwarding Agent 
High Court Pet June #8 Ord July 9 -— 

Mc _ me Evan, Kensington High Court Pet April 27 
0 uly 10 

Meperart, Witwiam, Islip, Provision Merchant Oxford 
Pet June15 Ord July 10 

Morcan, Cuarves, Hereford, Baker Hereford Pet June 
28 Ord July 9 

Newman, Bensamin Basewe, Holborn High Court Pet 
Mar i4 Ord July 10 

a =F pa Truro, Butcher Truro Pet July 9 
Ord July 9 

Nosie, Cuartes, Leicester, Confectioner Leicester Pet 
July 9 Ord Jul 

Otpman, Leonarp, bg or ae. Tonkeger Newcastle 
on Tyne Pet July9 Ord Jul 

Ontos a er, Leeds, Joiner eke Pet July 11 Ord 

Parker, Joun Heyry Epwarp, rmingham, Draper 
Birmingham Pet May 30 Ord jayur” 

Pareion, Sanvat, Bath, Baker Bath Pet July 10 Ord 

10 

Rean, Joun Georon, Southwick, Grocer Sunderland Pet 
Pet July5 Ord July 10 

Sreees, Joun Rei, and Groner Cuaries Desume, | Liver- 
pool, Ma Merchants Liverpool Pet May 22 
uly 10 

Strxone, Nicuo.as, Birkenhead, Steam Tug Proprietor 
Birkenhead Pet July 8 Ord July9 

Unswonrn, Joun, Stockport, Curled Hair Manufacturer 
Salford Pet July 9 Ord July 9 


Vieron, Raven, Commercial rd East, Tobacconist High 
Comt Pet June16 Ord July 10 


Watrens, Henny br, = ey Licensed Victualler 
Exeter Pot July 7 Ord Jul 
arson, James Epwanrp, and tee es Henny Warson, 


Market Harborough, Corn Merchants Leicester Pet 
June 14 Ord June 88 

Wenn, Warren Joun, Cowley, Baker Oxford Pet June 
8 Ord July 6 

Whirxixy, Many, Leeds, Brush Manufacturer Leeds Pet 
July? Ord July 7 

Wiutiams, Avyano Nicuonas, Abercarn, Grocer Newport, 
Mon Pet July ® Ord July 9 

Wits, 8\nan, eae, Chita Seller Exeter Pet June 
18 Ord Jul 

High Court Pet 


tLwon, Jom, bridge rd, Jeweller 


Woops, Mason H B, eaves Sem High Court Pet 


June 15 Ord July 10 

Hares, Tuomas, Preston, Beerhouse Keeper Preston 
Pet July 11 Ord July 11 
The teres, amended notice is substituted for that pub- 
in the London Gazette of 15th June :— 
Seale yard Lanoworrta, Swinton, Baker Sheffield 
Pet June 12 Ord June 12 
The following amended notice is substituted for that 
published in the London Gazette of June 22 :— 
Movurs, Carouixe Axne, Tottenham Edmonton Pet 

May 24 Ord June 19 


London Gazette.—Tugspay, July 17. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Apkixs, WILLIAM, a FD Upholsterer Kidder- 
minster July 6 wigs, | 
Axenvurst, Eowarp Tomas, stat 
Keeper Hastings Pet July 2 On ul u 
ae Wiiiaw Apert, — North- 
pton Pet July 10 uly _ 
Sanwa Jouy, Fin bh gy Solicitor Sunderland Pet 


July 5 Ord July 14 

Brooxes, Jonn, Lymm, Farmer Warrington Pet July 12 
Ord July 12 

Brooke, Tuomas Canpier, Walton on ay Naze, Stationer 
Colchester July 13 Ord July 13 

Bupp, Eowarp J, Bristol, Merchant Bristol Pet June 18 
Ord July 13 


Burr, daseb Martin, Berwick, Baker Newcastle on Tyne 
Pet July 13 Ord July 13 

CaRLeton, JoserH Seueanesk, Newcastle on Tyne, 
seller Newcastle on Pet July 3 “Ord Jal 

Carrer, Joun Atkinson, Barrow in Y ee 
Ulverston Pet July 14 Ord July 14 

Cruariper, Witiiam, Ryde, a Clerk Newport 
and Ryde Pet June2 Ord July 9 

Cooma, Aanow, Birstall, Accountant Dewsbury Pet 


12 Ord July 12 
yaneeme, K ey, Farmer Bradford Pet June 30 
J 
Frizpuem, Rosert, Abchurch lane, Mercantile Enquiry 
Agent 


x. 


Fort, 
Oo 


y 12 
High Court Pet June 25 Ord July 15 
Gocas, Leoxarp Russevt, Swaffham, School Proprietor 
sLynn Pet July 12 Ord July 12 
Greaves, Freperick Epwix, Malvern Link, Butcher 
orcester Pct July9 Ord July 9 
— , Clifton, Spinster Bristol Pet July 14 Ord 


yl 

Hawt, Mary Apevarce, Bristol, Spinster Bristol Pet 
July 14 Ord July 14 

Sass, Faepericx, Halifax, Tool Maker Halifax Pet 
July 14 Ord July 14 


Hey, fl — ER covs ntTwey Hey, and James Farper- 
ick Hey, ay Spinners Bradford Pet 
July 12 ‘Ord July 

James, Georo Ebbw Vale, Labourer Tredegar Pet July 
14 Ord uly 14 


Jerrarp, Francis, Bedford Theatrical Agent High 
Court Pet June 11 Ord July 13 

Jouxsow, Witt1am Dowsine, Elvaston, Butler Derby 
Pet July 13 Ord July 13 

Jones, Percy, by xn A Lower, Tanner Dewsbury Pet 
July 12 Ord Jul ad 

Kixynane, Tuomas, ton, Grocer Bolton Pet July 12 
Ord July 12 


Lone, Jang, Canterbury, Fishmonger Canterbury Pet 
July 11 Ord July 11 

Pearce, aly 1 Ord St Blazey, Cornwall, Builder Truro 
Pet J July 14 

Same Noi , Grocer Nottingham Pet July 
14 Ord July 14 

Rivey, Hannan fag Dewsbury, Cabinet Maker Dews- 
bury Pet July 12 a4 12 

a rh ham High Court Pet June7 Ord 


Gavean Gneuse Havuen, Lénetia, Bath Proprietor Lincoln 

Pet July 12 Ord July 12 

Seatsy, by Carlisle, Butcher Carlisle Pet July 12 
yi2 

Srevens, oanee, tm Green High Court Pet June 

20 Ord July 12 

wae a ol ae, Ironmonger Ulverston Pet 
yi2 

Wane, Wiwiam ay ag Bristol, Milkseller Bristol 
Pet July 12 Ord July 12 

The following amended notice is substituted for that pub- 

lished in the Gazette of the 13th July >— 
Cuars, p netny Willenhall, Solicitor Wolverhampton Pet 
June ls Ord July 9 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
As.itt, Faspeawx Cuances, Bath, eeaegenant July 5 
atl2 Off Rec, Bank chm Corn st, Bristol 
ArrLetor, Big Westminster, Author July 2 atll 
Bankru bidgs, Carey st 
Bans, dons 1d yp a ed July Wat3 Off Reo, 3, 


Buackauay, hy narp WHeaven, snavan, Geter, F Plumber July 
Mat3 Wright & Westhead, a eee ee 

Catserens Epwa Merchant July M4 

Cuaron, J das Barton on Humbe mber, Grocer July 35 at 

tt , 15, Osborne st, Gt Grimsby 

Cc. -e - a Wenuam pte Government Clerk July 3 at 


10 Newport 
Cunnan, H, viens, & Co. oy st, Merchants 
July 26 at 2 ed z é 


ie Tey at ats 08 
Dopasuon, Winuan, Cc July @ at ll 18, 
Lonadale at, Qart 


Donan, J . Troma ter, Pawnabroker Ji at 
wats OUN ena Raites on a i 


Dav —~ Wit New 


me ng Toy 
o, G5, 





Bot @ July 24 at 11.30 
Gerpeat vente pony a st, — Agent July 2% at 
~ Leoxagp Ronan. Seaham, Schoo Proprietor 


July 26 at 10 30 Dent dae mee 
Gnsven, Penminann G, Go Southport July 25 at 3 Off Rec, 
35, 


Hackveroy, Caaaces, Birmi Brassfuunder July 25 
at 12 Colmore 


row, 
Garway, Pier Housget, Bradf Flock Manufacturer 
July 25 at 1245 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corn ‘street, 


Haxnis, Tnouas, Preston, Beerhouse Keeper July 27 at 
Senn He’, 14 Ch ~¢ ~~ July 30 at 
aRRison, WILLIAM, 
- 11.30 —— me > 
ARTLEY, PETER ENDLEBUBY, Crewe, Proprietor 
27 at2 Royal Crewe via 
Hines, Ressoca Bareos, July 2%1at2.30 Bank- 
ruptey bl st 


Husseastey, r, Jou, Blackbur, Auctioneer Aug 22 at 1.30 
County Court house, Blackburn 


Jackson, en Arxissox, Bedford, Milliner July 24 at 
11.30 ber of Commerce, 145, Cheapside, London 
mar Wittiam, Lowestoft, Baker July 24 at3 Off Rec, 
orwich 


st, 
Kisnane, Taomas, Bolton, Grocer July2tatii 16, Wood 
st, Bolton 
Lon, Tuomas, «Hoe Rare Ironfounder — at 3.30 


Lurox, Epwako, Bristol, Baker July 25 at 11.30 Off Ree, 
Bank chmbrs, Corn st, Bristol 

Marrnews, Wit.ian, eke July 24 at 12 Off 

Provision Merchant July 26 

1, St 's, Oxford 

Moreana, Evax, Glam, Grocer July 24 

me. ton South ia July 

LDMAN, NARD, 25 at 

11.30 Off Rec, Pink lane, Newcastle on 

Oxtos, Persas, Leeds, Joiner July 2% at 11 Off Rec, 22, 
Park row, Leeds 

Pareick, Samver, semeee Westone Baker July 25 at 12.15 
Off Bank chmbrs, Corn st, Bristol 


Ree, at, 
Psance, Narnasie., Cornwall, Builder J 24 at 12.30 
Off Ree, Bosca’ “y 


65, st, 
Mepcrarr, Wit.ias, 


Roserts, Hivon Tuomas Rhyl, Builder July 24 at 3.30 
Ryps, apo Heyer, Eo Milliner 
Savaaz, Guanes Na Lincoln, Bath Proprietor July 
me ne 
July 31st County Ooart, Wet oasich 
Stevens, Geoacr, Bethnal Green, Carman July Bat 2.90 

Fg et 
ve Rates, en ay nt Jaly 35 at 
Waxxer, ——— laser July 2% at 2.30 Bankruptey 
Rasenaet Vestustier July 


Ln 
July 24 at 10.15 oft 


Sehool- 
ut tether’ ot, 
anvonenass DJUDICATIONS. 


Upholsterer Kidder~ 
Pet duly 6 Ie ond Jely'6 
ATKiNson, waeps, Hammersmith High Court 
Pet June Ord July 13 
Bexsox, Fasparice, ee Milk Vendor Dewsbury 


Pet July 9 Ord 
Beaxsraix, Argrava, st, Merchant High Court 
B a oe Ord Jat Merebant High Court 
G row, 
Pet May 18 yg ~ 1 


High Gour fet Juip it Ap oe Rm 


TarTiow, 
Traveller 


ver Hex be gm 
Off Ree, 18, Bedford 
Wurraock, 1 Teoma Hewer, Scruton, 


July 30 at 11.30 
Waienrt, Susaxxa Feucta, 
mistress 


Apkrxs, beng oe 
minster 











July7 Ord July 7 


By ana, a Ow aanna, mas | Hoaack Goveaves Ropoa, 
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Harr, Micnart, Lower Tottenham, Shemmiah Victualler 
Edmonton Ord Jal 

Here, Gronos Preren, 
Decil Ord July 13 

Hesserstey, Joux, 7 cc Auctioneer Blackburn 
Pet July6 Ord July 14 

James, Groner, Bo Ebbw Vale, Labourer Tredegar Pet July 
4 


9 Gent High Court Pet 


Jawsson, pete f — Pieter Jonaxn Van Nie- 

¥v May gh Gracechurch st, Flour Factors High Court 
= Ord July 14 
Jomyeon mt1am Downmc, Elvaston, Butler Derby 
uly 13 Ord Jul 

Scie Fs Whitley Le, Tanner Dewsbury Pet 
July 12 Ord July 12 

Jowss, As hy ag ‘rn Draper Pontypridd 
Pet June 26 July 12 

Kreo, Arraver, Blackfriars rd, Jeweller High Court Pet 
June 19 Ord omy 3 

Krexayz, Tomas, ton, Grocer Bolton Pet July 12 
Ord July 12 

Leanox, Hersert, Birmingham, Commercial Traveller 

June 29 Ord July 13 


Lose, Jane, Canterbury, Fishmonger Canterbury Pet 
Suly a Ord July 11 
we, Daxizt Liorp, Cardiff, Registration Agent 
Cardiff Pet May 16 ag 10 
Mostoz, Grorce A.rrep, , Carpenter High 
Court Pet July 4 Oa teria 
Nezvs, Heasry Cxances, Bristol, Plumber Bristol Pet 
July 2 Ord July 12 
Nieot, buree, Maschester, Draper Manchester Pet May 
12 Ord July i4 
ance, Natsanret, St ~~ Cornwall, Builder Truro 
“Pet Jul ly 14 Ord July 14 
Pirxss, Ord Jake a , Grocer Nottingham Pet July 14 
14 
wee. Faepericx Caarwes, ney , Cap Manu- 
Court Pet May 28 aly 12 
Ruzy, Haywan Mania, Dewsbury, Sobinet: Maker Dews- 
bury Pet July 12 Ord July Saat 
Savace, Grozcz Naywonr, Lincoln, Bath Proprietor Lin- 
coln Pet July i2 Ord July 12 
Szausy, Tuomas, Carlisle, Butcher Carlisle Pet July 12 
Ord July 12 
ys Carat, General Broker Cardiff Pet May 16 
Tatiow, 


men. Feaxxctrx, Harborne, Commercial 

Pet July 2 Ord Jaly 13 

Touremacne, Exzaxon Mary, Pimlico 
ido Pet May 19 Ord 


Ww 
Jaly 12 
Warrenzap, Wiit1a™ Davin, Bristol, Milk Seller Bristol 
Pet July 12 Ord July 12 
Bucks, Farmer 


Wiuausos, Atrreen Groner, Pi 

A Pet ® Ord July 13 
Whaicnr, Svsasya Feuicia, Leami — Schoolmistress 
Wi Pet a 10 OrdJ 


SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 
July 23.—Mesers. Mappox, Sor, 
EC., at 2 o'clock, Leasehold 
tisements, July 7, i —s 
July 23.—Mesars. + 
Swindon, at 2 o’ 


and Sporting 
yh. Guonon 8 Ou June 2, p. 9). 
B. Suarureice, at the Mart, E.C., 
&c. (see advertisement, July 
ress 
eco, 6 a Freehold 


at the Mart, E.C., 
inp 23.—Mr. J. % in conjurction with Mr. W. Hall 
(for The Land Company), in M 2 on Beltinge Bay 
Estate, re thn 9 Freehold Bites (see adver- 
sent. week, p. 4 
an Sees Cuazies & Tvens, at the Mart, E.C., at 
1 o'clock, Freehold Property (see advertisement, this 


4). 
July 25 Momrs. Eowrx Fox & Boverietp, at the Mart, 
at 2 o'clock, New River Shares ( , Freehold 


(see adver- 


— 14, p. 4 


me Darvas & Co. at 2 


REVERSIONS, ANNUITIES, LIFE 
INTERESTS, LIFE POLICIES, &c. 

NM ESSRS. H. E. FOSTER & CRAN- 
FIELD (successors to Marsh, Milner, & Co.), Land 

ge gD Veseens oud Reemwpsten Say 5° Interests. | J 

Their Perivdical Be Sales teotablinhed by the late Mr. H. E. 

Marsh in 1843) oceur on the First Thursday in each Month 

throughout the year, and are the recognized ium for 


this description of prpety. Sneatte made, if 


seme —Addreas, 6, , Poultry, “Lenien. EC c 


[To SOLICISORS ERQUIRING CITY 
FFICES. 


BISHOPSGATE STREET WITHIN—Close to the Baltic 
and Gt. 8t. Helen’s. To be Let, Two Offices on each of the 
first, second and third floors. 


FIRST FLOOR ..... 
SECOND FLOOR.. 75 
Pg FLOOR 50 
remises have been thoroughly decorated, and are 
a ed with modern sanitary conveniences and electric 
ight.—Apply to Messrs. Desennam & Co., 80, Cheapside. 





Rents per annum. 
: -» £100 





AUCTION SALES AT DEPTFORD, WOOLWICH, 
LONDON, AND ELSEWHERE. 


ESSRS. HARDS & BRADLY, Auc- 
tioneers, Estate Agents, and Valuers, hold Periodical 
SALES at the “DOVER CASTLE,” DEPTFORD; 31, 
GREEN’S END, WOOLWICH; at the MART, CITY, and 
elsewhere. Messrs. Hards & Bradly, who also undertake 
Rent Collections, Surveys and Valuations for all purposes, 
will be pleased to quote terms for the Sale of Properties 


intended to be submitted to Public Auction or otherwise. 
—Offices: Greenwich 31, Green’s End, Woolwich; and 


158, Fenchusch-cteest, E.C. 

N ESSRS. FIELD & SONS’ AUCTIONS 
* take place MONTHLY, at the MART, and include 
every description of House Property. Printed terms can 
b had on application at their Offices. Messrs. Field & 
Sons undertake surveys of all kinds, and give special 
attention to Rating and Compensation Claims. Offices: 
5, » Borough High-strect, and 52, COnnsery-ians, Ww. 


AUC TION SALES. 





| MESSRS. 


& Grerx, at the Mart, | 
Investments, including a | 


autox & Lez, at the Goddard Arms | 
clock, Residential 


Estate (see advertise- | 


| following DAYS of SALE, at the AUCTION | 
j addition other 


STIMSON & SONS, 
Auctioneers, Surveyors, and Valuers, 
8, MOORGATE STREET, BANK, E.C., 
AND 
2, NEW KENT ROAD, 8.E. 
(Opposite the Elephant and Castle). 


Aco SALES are held at ee Mont, 

Tokenhouse-yard, City, on the second and 
Thursdays in each month and on other days as ae 
may require. 

STIMSON & SONS undertake SALES and LETTINGS 
by PRIVATE TREATY, Valuations, Surveys, Negotiation 

of Mortgages, Receiverships in in Chancery, Bales by Auction 
of Furniture and Stock, Collection of Rents, &c. Separate 
printed Lists of House Ground-Rents for Sale, 
and Houses, &c., to be Let, are iasued on the ist of each 
month, and can’ be had S ee oe or "2 Bas 
post for two stam c charge | ele- 
graphic address, “‘ vabo, London.” 





Forthcoming Bales for the Year 1994. 


mane. %. & LURLSE, of St. 
~~ s-house, Bt. + : a 
8.W., beg to announce for the Ago er 


Tuesday, Nov. 6 


Tuesday, Aug. 
T Tuesday, Dec. 4 


uesday, Sept. 11 
Tuesday, Oct. 2 


Messrs. Ey. & H. “7 anpommee in the advertinement 
and & 


Tuesday, July 31 
Tuesday, Aug. 14 





Subeevighion, ¥: PATARLE IN ADVANCE, which in- 
cludes Indexes, Digeds, Statutes, and Post- 
age, 52s. Weexty Reroerenr, in wrapper, 
2s. ; by Post, 28. Soricrrons’ Jovemar, 
26s. Od. ; by Post, 282. Od. Volumes bound 
at the office—cith, Us. 9d., halt law calf, 
Sa. 64 


Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the | 


« Journal with regularity, it is requested that 
application be made direct to the Publisher. 

All Udters jntended for publication im the 
* Soliciherd Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 





ties, ground-renta, reversions, 
included i: there sales, 
aoa ~ = ene ppy rt in order to insure due 


_—th, James’ s-house, 23, Mt. James’ s-etreet, 8.W. 


be LET.-——Electric Light, 
d conveniences; Porters i 
pn = mo Re « M Zi, Chancory-tane, WE, tae a3 


ANTED, Old life pesuoapes Bonus 
Policies, f Lh wyraete 
surrender value ‘given for approved witelan han 
terests or Heeured I 
ond. L, Sncnnin, WO, O14 Broad stro, Landon. 
CHOOTING. — Wanted, 4 Gun to take a 
Vourth Share (about £25) in exedilent mined Ghoet- 


Oe amore fo | 








tite i> 
it or Lent 








Im two bourse from London ; Heruth-Western line. — 
; niciton,” 0, Gredham-meroet, BC. 





oe price 5s., or 


5s. a 
the Reported Cases. 
IGEST of CASES and "DECISIONS 
under the EMPLOYERS’ LIABILITY ACT, 1980: 
in, by fe Queen of Law determined to end of Coane 

ahd ¢ Queen’s Bench Division of the High Court 
Court of Appeal, The Court of Session of Scot- 
— nd The G Queen’s Bench and the Exchequer ——— of the 
High Court of Justice in Ireland, and The H House of Lords, 
Published at the Office of the “ Post Macazine anp In- 
suRANcE Monitor,” 4, Wine Office-court, Fleet-street, E.C, 





THIRD EDITION.—Just published, price 18s.; ca sh 


. 14s. 6d.; post-free, 15s. 
NDERMAUR’S MANUAL OF EQUITY. 
—A Treatise on Equity, s ly written for Studen’ 
and intended in figua? —. ete ‘Text-Book ton 
atin fe for the Solicitors’ Final Examination. This 
NEW ITION will be found thoroughly REVISED 
and VERY CONSIDERABLY ENLARG LARGED. 


Gro. Barber, 16, Cursiter-steest, Chancery-lane. 


R. UTTLEY, Solicitor, continues to 
anally and successfully PREPARE CANDIDA’ 

— eet Soa; for the SOLICITORS’ and 
INTERMEDIATE, and FINAL, and 
LLB. Examinations. Terms from £1 1s. per month, 
} mee ae Sees HAVE TAKEN Honovurs.—For further par = 

and copies of “ Hints on hen’s Commentaries ” 
Criminal Law,” adi 





poe | 2% at rete on , 17, Brazennose- 

street, Albert-square, Manchester 
AW.—Wanted in September in a City 

4 Solicitor’s Office an ienced Conveyancing Clerk ; 

must be a man of education and address, and be able 

to see clients, and act generally without su 

salary £150.—Apply by letter, X. Y. Z., care of Sir i 

Causton x Sons, Eastc eap. E. Cc. 


gut —Conveyancing Clerk, eighteen ears’ 
experience, Seeks ment ; .7 or try 
moderate salary.—‘‘ W. T.,” care of D. Freeman, 

Rots Bolicitor, 124, t, Chancery-lai ane, on. 

0, SOLICITORS. .—A newly admitted 

itor ha Capital at Disposal and prepared to 

make Jv mbps abi i louse Progeny By 
ing in Offices of Compan gee ht 
peony Secretary, Peal Estate In 
yndicate, 41, Threadneedle-street 


SOLICITORS and Otters —Any pers on 
who has, or since 1877 has had, in his possession 
WiLLiAM ree or other PAPERS relating to the late 

















Town 


ERSON, of Fenchurch-street, 
O SOLICITORS and Others.—An 
or CODICIL 
juested 
Paxemay, Solicitor , 20, Bucklersbury, E.C. 
ERY LANE, W.C., 
££ 60 GUINEAS 
to wecome OFFICERS 
EDE AND SON, 
of London, &o. 
Law W gintrars, 
ks, and Clerks of the Peace. 


ne ee en, who ee ee 

of the Ay THOMAS HENRY NEAL. fo formerly of 56, 

S UJ INSURANCE OFFICE. 

72 v. COUSINS, 

SC 00L SHIP “CONWAY” 
mrwe MERCANTILE NAVY. 

ROBE Ade MAKERS. 
ROBES FOR evant covnems AND BARKISTERS, 

Corporation Robes, University and Olergy Gowns. 


ee Sak is requested to communicate with Mr. M. 
Cromwell-road, West Brighton, but lately of 1, San 
Founded 1710. 
(FIRE) District Manager. 
SS OR, TRAINING 
FOR PROSPECTUS APPLY TO 
BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 
ESTABLISHED 1689, 


Lowmax, 47, King’s-square, Goswell-road, Islington, E.C. 

Hove, Brighton, is is req to communicate with J. B. 
= Coveze Re 
SUM INSURED in 1993, £395,854,440, 
YOUNG GENTLEMEN 
THE CAPT.. A.T.MILLER, RM, 
To Her the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the 
fir an Saeky Corporation 
and Gowns for Re 
94, CHANCERY LANE LONDON. 








